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and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
By Mr. CROSSER:

H. R.5561. A bill to create an independent
Air Safety Board; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce. '

By Mr. DAVIES of New York:

H.R.55662. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1948 and the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, to provide
price support for Angora-rabbit wool; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R.5563. A bill to amend Public Law 49,
Seventy-seventh Congress, for the purpose of
preventing loss of life, impairment of health,
and endangerment to the safety of coal mine
employees; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

By Mr. CELLER:

H. J. Res. 285. Joint resolution to erect a
memorial to the memory of Mohandas K.
Gandhi; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. LODGE:

H. Con. Res. 101. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to refund of premiums on national
service life insurance policies; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of California memorlaliz-
ing the President and Congress of the United
States relative to the construction of navi-
gable channels on the BSacramento and
Feather Rivers; to the Committee on Public
Works.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOLLING:

H.R.5564. A bill for the relief of Wilcox
Electric Co., Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. EEOGH:

H.R.5565. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Eustadio D. Papavasilopulo; to the Com-
mittee on the Judicliary,

By Mr. REED of New York:

H.R.5566. A bill for the relief of Dr. Agos-
tino DeLisi; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1, of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

1268. By Mr. McCULLOCH: Petition of
Mrs. Ethel Webb, and 26 others, urging en-
actment of legislation prohibiting the trans-
portation of alcoholic beverage advertising
in interstate commerce and the broadcasting
of alcoholic beverage advertising over the
radio; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

1269. By Mr. CANFIELD: Resolution of
Amalgamated Local 300, Engineers and Sal-
aried Employees Association, UAW-CIO, urg-
ing governmental action to stop the current
economic recession; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1270. By Mr. RICH: Petition of Rural Let-
ters Carriers of Potter-McKean Counties, Pa.,
in opposition to H. R. 4772, providing a 40-
hour week for rural carriers; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

1271, By Mr. MACK of Washington: Peti-
tion of Seattle Chapter, Associated General
Contractors of America, regarding proposed
Columbia Valley Authority legislation; to the
Committee on Public Works.
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1272. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Wood-
bury County Medical Society, Bloux City,
Iowa, relative to being placed on record as
being opposed to any form of compulsory
health insurance or any system of political
medicine designed for natlonal bureauecratic
control; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

1273. Also, petition of Oakland County
Dental Society, Pontiac, Mich., requesting
Congress not to enact any legislation which
will hamper that freedom such as current
proposals for compulsory health insurance;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

1274. Also, petition of Bishop Clarkson Me-
morial Hospital, Omaha, Nebr., relative to
expressing their opposition to compulsory
health insurance, considering it a menace
to the public health and an abuse of the
individual freedom of choice; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1275. Also, petition of W. J. Shuman and
others, Chambersburg, Pa., requesting pas-
sage of H, R. 2136 and 2136, known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

SENATE
MoxnpAY, JuLy 11, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met, in executive session,
at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Rev. Alton Henley Glasure, pastor,
Presbyterian Church, St. Petersburg,
Fla., offered the following prayer:

O Lord God, we thank Thee for Thy
mercies which are new every morning
and fresh every evening. We praise
Thee for Thy blessings which have been
multiplied to us in rich abundance. As
we thank Thee for blessings received we
would thank Thee more for opportu-
nities to serve. In these opportuni-
ties we beseech Thee to give Thy divine
leadership to these Thy servants.

We confess before Thee our sins and
pray for the gift of clear thinking, and
that these Thy legislative laborers may
be faithful stewards in the service of
Thy eternal kingdom. :

In the name of Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Friday, July
8, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr, Miller,
one of his secretaries,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H. R. 1689) to
increase rates of compensation of the
heads and assistant heads of executive
departments and independent agencies,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

9177

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

S5.1042. An act relating to the payment of
fees, expenses, and costs of jurors; and

S.1070. An act to establish a national
housing objective and the policy to be fol-
lowed in the attainment thereof, to pro-
vide Federal aid to assist slum-clearance
projects and low-rent public housing
projects initiated by local agencies, to
provide for financial assistance by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for farm housing, and
for other purposes.

CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATIONS IN THE
ARMED SERVICES

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I re-
port favorably from the Committee on
Armed Services numerous routine pro-
motions in the armed services of the
United States. No objection has been
heard to any of the nominations incor-
porated in this recommendation from
any source, the report is unanimous, and
I ask for the immediate consideration of
the nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Maryland? The Chair hears none, and,
without objection, the nominations are
confirmed, and the President will be im-~
mediately notified.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, and withdrawing two nom-
inations, which nominating message was
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The {following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare:

Paul W. EKabler and sundry other candi-
dates for appointment and promotion in the
Regular Corps of the Public Health Service,

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. LUCAS. T suggest the absence of
& quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.
The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hunt Myers
Anderson Ives Neely
Bricker Jenner O'Conor
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Reed

Cain Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Capehart Kefauver Russell
Chapman Eem Saltonstall
Connally Kerr Smith, Maine
Cordon Knowland Smith, N. J.
Donnell Langer Sparkman
Dulles Lodge Stennis
Eecton Long Taft
Ferguson Lucas Taylor
Flanders McCarran Thomas, Okla,
Frear McCarthy Thomas, Utah
Fulbright, McClellan Thye

George McFarland Tydings
Gillette McEellar Vandenberg
Graham Malone “Watkins
Green - Martin Wherry
Gurney Maybank Wiley
Hayden Miller Williams
Hendrickson  Millikin Withers
Hoey Morse Young
Holland Mundt

Humphrey Murray
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Mr. MYERS, I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas],
the Senator from California [Mr.
Downeyl, the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Hirpl, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'MarONEY], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PeppeEr] are detained on
official business in meetings of commit-
tees of the Senate.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastrLanp], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
JorNsoN], the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. KiLcorel, and the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MacNUsON] are
absent on public business.

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Er-
LENDER] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, having been ap-
pointed an adviser to the delegation of
the United States of America to the Sec-
ond World Health Organization Assem-
bly meeting at Rome, Italy.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
McGratH] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManron] is absent on official business,
presiding at a meeting of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy in connection
with an investigation of the affairs of
the Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Barpwin] and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScuoerPPEL] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr, ToBeY] is absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senaftor from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooPER] is in attendance at a meeting of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

The Senator from Maine [Mr.
BrewsTER] and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. BuTiLer] are detained on
official business.

By order of the Senate, the following
announcement is made:

The members of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy are in attendance at
a meeting of the joint committee in
connection with an investigation of the
affairs of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE LEGISLATIVE
'~ BUSINESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators may
be permitted to introduce bills and joint
resolutions, submit petitions and me-
morials, and incorporate editorials and
other matters into the Recorp, without
debate, as though we were in the morn=-
ing hour.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

PRESIDENT'S MIDYEAR ECONOMIC

REPORT (H. DOC. NO. 252)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which
was read, and, with the accompanying
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report, referred to the Joint Committee
on the Economic Report:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D. C., July 11, 1949.
The Honorable the PRESIDENT OF THE
SENATE.
The Honorable the SPEAKER OF THE
House OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Sms: I am presenting herewith a Mid-
year Economic Report to the Congress.
This is supplementary to the Economic
Report of the President of January T,
1949, and is transmitted in accordance
with section 3 (b' of the Employment
Act of 1946.

In preparing this report I have had
the advice and assistance of the Council
of Economic Advisers, members of the
Cabinet,
agencies.

Together with this report I am trans-
mitting a report, the Economic Situation
at Midyear 1949, prepared for me by the
Council of Economic Advisers in accord-
ance with section 4 (¢) (2) of the Em-
ployment Act of 1946.

Respectfully,
Harry S. TRUMAN.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

ProPoSED TRANSFER BY NaAVY DEPARTMENT OF
ALvminum PonTOoN BARGE TO GAME AND
F15 : CoMMISSION OF MARYLAND
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the

Navy, reporting, pursuant to law, thal the

Game and Inland Fish Commission of the

State of Maryland had requested the

Navy Department to transfer an aluminum

ponton barge for use by that commission in

wild waierfowl restoration work along the

Potomac River; to the Committee on Armed

Services.

SPECIAL REPORT ON CONSTRUCTION-DIFFEREN-
TIAL SUBSIDIES AND RELATED NaTiowAL De-
FENSE ALLOWANCES BY UNITED StTATES
MARITIME COMMISSION
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a special report on construction-differ-
ential subsidies and related national de-
fense allowances granted by the United

States Maritime Commission (with an ac-

companying report); to the Committee on

Expenditures in the Executive Departments.

GainFuL EMPLOYMENT OF CERTAIN DISABLED

PERSONS
A letter from the Acting Administrator,
Federal Security Agency, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to assure the provi-
sion all necessary eervices to prepare dis~
abled persons for and establish them in
remunerative employment, to provide for
grants-in-aid to the States for adjustment
training services for the blind, and for estab-
lishing employment opportunities for the
severely disabled, to amend the Vocational

Rehabilitation Act, as amended (U. 8. C,,

1946 ed., title 29, ch. 4), to amend the Ran-

dolph-Sheppard Act (U, 8. C., 1946 ed., title

20, ch. 6A), and for other purposes (with an

accompanying paper); to the Committee on

Labor and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, and referred as indicated:
By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A resolution adopted by the Sisterhood of
Congregation Bikur Cholim, of BSeattle,
Wash., protesting against the enactment of

and heads of independent '

JuLy 11

legislation providing any change in the pres-
ent calendar; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
H. 8. Erskine, and sundry other persons, rep-
resentatives of Veterans Village, Lubbock,
Tex,, relating to low-cost housing at Lub-
bock; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

A resolution adopted by the city council
of the city of Baton Rouge, La., favoring the
enactment of Senate bill 1681, to prohibit
the picketing of courts; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by Local 66, Archi-
tectural and Engineering Guild, Internation-
al Federation of Technical Engineers’, Archi-
tects’, and Draftsmen’s Unions, A. F. of L.,
of New York, N. Y., favoring the enactment
of legislation providing compulsory insur-
ance; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the West Central
District Dental Society, of Minnesota, pro-
testing against the enactment of legislation
providing compulsory health insurance; to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Louisville (Ky.) Automobile Club, AAA,
signed by Eugene Stuart, secretary manager,
praying for the enactment of legislation to
exclude the Mining City Dam from the Ohio
Valley ficod-control program; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

A telegram in the nature of a petition from
the Alumni Association, United States Mer-
chant Marine Cadet Corps, of New York,
N. Y., signed by T. L. Kingsley, executive vice
president, relating to appropriations for the
fo‘:ist Guard Academy; ordered to lie on the

able.

SCHOOL-AID PROGRAM—RESOLUTION OF
LOWELL (MASS.) CITY COUNCIL

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
in cooperation with my colleague, the
Jjunior Senator from Massachusetts |Mr.
LongE], I present for appropriate refer-
ence a resolution adopted by the City
Council of Lowell, Mass,, protesting
against the enactment of the so-called
Barden bill, being House bill 4643, relat-
ing to the school-aid program, and I ask
unanimous consent that it may be
printed in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered to
be printed in the RECORD, as follows:

Whereas a bill now pending before Con-
gress, which was introduced by Representa-
tive BARDEN, and known as H. R. 4643, has
been referred to the House Committee on
Education and Labor; and

Whereas the bill provides for the use of
taxpayers’ money for a certain group and
denies aid to other groups, this appears to
be discriminatory and class legislation; and

Whereas we feel that with all peoples of
the country sharing in tax assessments, and
so forth, all should also share in any conces-
sions to be granted by the Federal Govern=-
ment; and

Whereas we feel that grants and conces-
sions already enjoyed by various educational
groups should not be taken away, as they
would be under the provisions of the pend-
ing Barden bill: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Lowell City Council, in
regular meeting held on Tuesday, July 5,
1949, in adopting this resolution, go on rec-
ord as opposed to this bill, and further to
request Unlted States Senators LEVERETT
SaLToNsTALL and HENRY CaAzor Looge, Jr.,
and Representative EpiTH NOURSE ROGERS to
oppose the adoption of this discriminatory
legislation.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on
Finance:

H.R. 195. A bill to assist States in collect-
ing sales and use taxes on cigarettes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 644);

H.R. 3905. A bill to amend section 3121 of
the Internal Revenue Code; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 648); and

H.R.5114. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code to permit the use of additional
means, including stamp machines, for pay-
ment of tax on fermented malt liquors, pro=-
vide for the establishment of brewery bot-
tling house on brewery premises and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 645).

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

5.1949. A bill to authorize the lease of the
Federal correctional institution at Sand-
stone, Minn.,, to the State of Minnesota;
without amendment (Rept. No. 641).

By Mr. O'CONOR, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

S.2083. A bill to provide for the prepara-
tion of a plan for the celebration of the
one hundredth anniversary of the bullding
of the Soo Locks; without amendment
(Rept. No, 642); and

S.J. Res. 103. Joint resolution designating
June 14 of each year as Flag Day; without
amendment (Rept. No. 643).

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

S.1871. A bkill to amend the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation Act to prohibit the
employment of certain personnel of the Cor-
poration by organizations receiving loans or
other financial assistance therefrom; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 647).

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

S.1803. A bill to authorize the attentdance
of the United States Marine Band at the
Twenty-third Annual Convention of the Re-
serve Officers Association of the United
States, to be held in Grand Rapids, Mich.,
July 27 through July 30, 1849; without
amendment (Rept. No. 648);

S.1834. A bill for the relief of the widow
of Robert V. Holland; without amendment
(Rept. No. 649);

5.2192. A bill to authorize the adjustment
of the lineal positions of certaln officers of
the naval service, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 650);

H.R.2418. A bill to authorize restocking,
propagation, and conservation of game in the
Eglin Pield Reservation; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 651); and

H.R.4646. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy,
and the Secretary of the Air Force to lend
certain property to national veterans' or-
ganizations, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 652).

By Mr. EEFAUVER, from the committee on
Armed Services:

5.1930. A bill to amend sectlon 302 (c)
of the Army and Air Force Vitalization and
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Retirement Equalization Act of 19848; with

amendments (Rept. No. 653).

COLLECTION OF SALES AND USE TAXES
ON CIGARETTES—PERMISSION TO FILE
MINORITY VIEWS

Mr. GEORGE subsequently said: Mr.
President, earlier today I filed a report
on House bill 195, to assist States in col-
lecting sales and use taXes on cigarettes.
At the time I neglected to ask permis-
sion for the distinguished senior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Jounson] and other
Senators to file minority views. I now
ask unanimous consent that they may
have the privilege of filing minority
views hereafter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without oh-

“ jection, it is so ordered.

REPORTS ON DISFOSITION OF EXECUTIVE
PAPERS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Joint Select Committee on the
Disposition of Executive Papers, to which
were referred for examination and rec-
ommendation two lists of records trans-
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of
the United States that appeared to have
no permanent value or historical in-
terest, submitted reports thereon pur-
suant to law.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED
The Secretary of the Senate reported

that he had presented to the President
of the United States the following

_ enrolled bills:

On July 9, 1949:

S.113. An act for the rellef of Helen Louise
Oles;

5.230. An act for the rellef of Mrs. Sonia
Kaye Johnston;

5.322. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ger-
trude H. Westaway, legal guardian of Bobby
Niles Johnston, a minor;

8.623. An act for the rellef of George
Krinopolis;

8.980. An act for the rellef of Toshie
Okutomi;

5.1138. An act for the relief of John W.
Crumpacker, commander, United States
Navy;

8.1167. An act for the relief of the estate
of Marion Miller;

S.1168. An act to amend section 2680 of
title 28, United States Code;

S.1206. An act for the rellef of Murphy
& Wischmeyer;

S.1359. An act to repeal! the provisions of
the Alaska Railroad Retirement Act of June
29, 1936, as amended, and sections 91 to 107
of the Canal Zone Code and to extend the
benefits of the Civil Service Retirement Act
of May 29, 1930, as amended, to officers and
employees to whom such provisions are ap=
plicable; and

S5.1688. An act to provide for certain ad-
Jjustments on the promotion list of the Med-
ical Service Corps of the Regular Army.
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On July 11, 1949:

5.1042. An act relating to the payment of
fees, expenses, and costs of jurors; and

5.1070. An act to establish a mnational
housing objective and the policy to be fol-
lowed in the attainment thereof, to provide
Federal ald to assist slum-clearance projects
and low-rent public housing projects initi-
ated by local agencies, to provide for finan-
cial assistance by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture for farm housing, and for other pur-
poses.

ADDITIONAL REPORT OF JOINT COMMIT-
TEE ON REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES RELATING TO
CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT IN EXECUTIVE
BRANCH

Mr., BYRD. Mr. President, &s chair-
man of the Joint Committee on Reduc-
tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi-
tures, I submit an additional report on
civilian employment in the executive
branch of the Federal Government dur-
ing the month of May 1949, and, in ac-
cordance with the practice of several
years’ standing, I request that it be
printed in the body of the REecorp as a
part of my remarks, together with a
statement by me.

There being no objection, the report
and statement presented by Mr. Byrp
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH
AFRIL-MAY 1940, aND PAY MARCH-APRIL 1949

Note with reference to personal-service
expenditure figures: It should be noted that
the latest expenditure figures for personal
service shown in table I of this report are for
the month of April, and that they are com-
pared with personal-service expenditure fig.
ures for the month of March, whereas the
latest employment figures covered in this
report are for the month of May and are
compared with the month of April. This lag
in personal-service expenditure figures is nec-
essary in order that actual expenditures may
be reported.

(Figures in the following report are com-
piled from signed official personnel reports
by the various agencies and departments of
the Federal Government. Table I shows total
personnel employed inside and outside con-
tinental United States, and pay, by agency.
Table III shows personnel employed outside
continental United States. Table IV gives
by agency the industrial workers employed by
the Federal Government. For purposes of
comparison, figures for the previous month
are shown in adjoining columns.)

PERSONNEL AND PAY SUMMARY
(See table I)

According to monthly personnel reports for
May 1949 submitted to the Joint Committee
on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex-
penditures:

Civilian personnel in executive branch Pay roll (Lr;efg:ftliig.:nél;giﬁolhrs) in

In May num-In April num.| 1067088 () | 1n April | In March [ IRCrease ()

bered— bered—" | 5. ranse (=) was— WaS= | decrease (=)
Total... e 2,120, 019 2,110, 529 -9, 490 $536, 305 564, 192 —$29, 797
1, Agencies exclusive of National Military Establishment....... 1,222127 1,213, 808 -8, 319 312, 401 326,428 —14,027
2. National Military Establisl 897, 802 806, 721 -+1,171 223, 994 239, 764 —15, 770

Within National Military Establishment:

Office of the Secretary of Dell 1,522 1, 479 +43 509 535 —26
Department of the Arm 877,310 874, 463 -+2, 847 89, T B4, 732 =5, 032
Department of the Air Force. 167, 289 164, 870 =2 419 40, 447 44,042 -3, 595
Department of the Navy 851, 771 355, 900 —4,138 93, 338 100, 455 —7,117
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Table I, on page 3, breaks down the
above figures on employment and pay by
agency.

Tables 1I, III, and IV break down the
sbove employment figures to show the num-
ber outside continental United States, and
the numper in the so-called industrial cate-
gories. This further break-down Iin tables
II, IIT, and IV does not include pay figures
because pay-roll reports submiltted to the
committee by some agencies are inadequate
for this purpose.

INSIDE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES
(See table II)

Federal personnel within the United
States increased 11,366 from the April total
of 1,921,380 to the May total of 1,932,746,

Exciusive of the National Military Estab-
lishment there was an Increase of 7,665 from
the April total of 1,157,309 to the May total
of 1,164,974,

Total ecivillan employment within the
United States for the National Military Es-
tablishment for May was 767,772, an increase
of 3,701 over the April total of T64,071.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense in-
creased 43 from the April figure of 1479 to
the May figure of 1,522,

The Department of the Army civilian per-
sonnel within the United States increased
5,220 from the April figure of 307,856 to the
May figure of 313,078.

The Department of the Air Force civillan
personnel within the United States increased
2,037 from the April figure of 137,484 to the
May figure of 139,521,

The Department of the Navy civilian per-
sonnel within the United States decreased
3,589 from the April figure of 317,252 to the
May figure of 313,653.

OUTSIDE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES
(See table III)

Outside continental United States Fed-

eral personnel decreased 1,876 from the
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April total of 189,149 to the May total of
187,273.

An increase of 654 was reported by the
departments and agencies other than the
National Military Establishment from the
April total of 56,409 to the May total of
57,163,

Total civilian employment outside conti-
nental United States for the National Mill-
tary Establishment decreased 2,530 from the
April total of 132,650 to the May figure of
130,120.

The Department of the Army reported a
decrease in overseas civilian employment
of 2,373 from the April figure of 66,607 to
the May figure of 64,234.

The Department of the Alr Force re-
ported an increase in overseas civillan em-
ployment of 382 from the April figure of
27,386 to the May figure of 27,768.

The Department of the Navy reported a
decrease in overseas civilian employment of
530 from the April figure of 38,667 to the
May figure of 38,118.

INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT
(See table IV)

Total industrial employment during the
month of May increased 1,346 from the April
total of 573,778 to the May total of 575,124,

The departments and agencies other than
the National Military Establishment in-
creased 1,106 from the April total of 19,217
to the May total of 20,323.

The National Military Establishment in-
creased its total industrial employment 240
from the April figure of 554,561 to the May
figure of 554,801.

The Department of the Army reported a
net increase of 2,666 from the April figure
of 210,676 to the May figure of 213,382, In-
slde continental United States Army indus-
trial employment increased 4,770, while out-
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side continental United States there was a
decrease of 2,114,

The Department of the Alr Force re-
ported an increase of 1,627 industrial em-
ployees from the April figure of 99,318 to
the May figure of 100,945. Of this increase
in Air Force industrial employment 1,158
was Inside continental United States and
471 was outside continental United States.

The Department of the Navy decreased its
industrial employment 3,043 from the April
figure of 244,667 to the May figure of 240,524.

The term “industrial employees,” as used
by the committee, refers to unskilled, semi-
skilled, skilled, and supervisory employees
paid by the Federal Government who are
working on construction projects such as
airfields and roads, and In shipyards and
arsenals. It does not include maintenance
sand custodial employees.

EMPLOYEES OF FEDERAL AGENCIES EXCLUDED
FROM COMPILATIONS OF THE JOINT COMMIT-
TEE ON REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL
EXPENDITURES

Table V, carrled on page 10 at the end of
this report, shows personnel excluded by the
Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessen-
tial Federal Expenditures from its monthly
compilations. The committee excludes the
personnel of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System and the personnel
of the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency, Treasury Department, from its com-
pilations because the personal-service ex-
penditures in these two agencies are paid
from assessments levied on banks for this
purpose. The seamen and trainees on the
rolls of the United States Maritime Commis-
.slon have been excluded because during the
war and immediate postwar period these
seamen and trainees were regarded as being
in a military or quasi-military status.

TasLe I—Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside continental United States émployed by the erecutive agencies
during May 1949, and comparison with April 1949; and pay for April 1949 and comparison with March 1949

Pay (in thousands of dollars) Personnel
Department or agency
March April Increase | Decrease April May Increase | Decrease
Executive departments (except National Military Establishment):
Agriculture_ ; Y ) 20, 511 18, 648 78, 033
Commerce. 12, 882 12, 656 43, 584
Interior. 13, 995 13, 635 51, 860
Justien oI TT Lo 9,419 8,748 26, 030
L e A S 1, 200 1,101 3, 552
Post Office i 124, 948 124, 575 512, 207
State. . T 5, 650 6,017 20, 559
Treasury. .- X 129, 151 806 92,137
Executive Office of the President:
White Hoose Office. 87 230
Bureau of the Budget.. 260 598
Executive Mansion and ﬂrou.ud« 15 65
National Security C 7
National Secmn}' Mouroes Board 109
Council of Economi Advisers P2l
Emergency war agencies: Office of Defl 12
Postwar agencies:
Displaced Persons Commissiol 64
Economic Cooperation Admm:sl:ratmu_ T
Office of the Housging Expediter.. . ... oo cceeemccmscccncenanann 1,688
;lﬁﬂip&m AJlonDProperty Ad ration 225
ne War Damage 2
War b Assets Administration 1, 903
Iadepcndrm agencies:
American Battle M ts C 17
Atomic Energy C issi 1, 769
(‘l\. il hmnnmi- Board ....... 208
Ex WBG.{ FB k of “r hi 1‘%
mport Bank of Washington. .
Federal C tions C 520
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. .. ... eccreccereeemeeemanneas 407
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service. 201
Federal Power C 331
Federal Securllg Agency B, 9,876
Federal Trade issi T = 280
Federal Works Agency__. 6,061 546
General Accounting Office 8,041 344
Government Prlntin# R LR R R e 1 2, 568 , 020
Housing and Home Finance Agency. 18,737 8, 540 188 11,570 11, 534 45
1 Revised on basis of later information,
1 Execlusive of personnel and pay of the Central Intelligence A
1 Includes personnel and pay for Howard University and the umbla Institute for the Deaf,
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TasLe I.—Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside continental United States employed by the erecutive agencies
during May 1949, and comparison with April 1949; and pay for April 1949 and comparison with March 1949—Continued

Pay (in thousands of dollars) Personnel
Department or agency
March April Inerease | Decrease Aprl May Inerease | Decrease
Independent agencies—Continued
fidian Claima Commilsslon . - - oo e i eiiaa A T 6 1 11 : 1L il St L M, S
Interstate Commerce Commission..... | 882 806 76 2,211 16
Maritime Commission.......... 1,07 1,847 70 , 459 (Rl o e 141
National Advisory C ttee for A tics 2,275 2,115 160 B, 857 6, 939 Dok I
O A e o e e e 2 127 116 11 382 T b L e s 3
Nat.nnsl Cnpital Housing Anthoriby, .o 5] =t = 9 308 309 3
National Capital Park and P! Ci issi 8 6 2 19 20 1
National Cnﬂital Eesquioentanniai C issi 1 3| i e et iy, 2 730 O Ll RSN
National Gallery of Art._________ Ak e R e e 3 74 74 i 315 -4 T 2
Nationsl Labor Relations Board 33 Lk 556 oA PSRN 5 1,519 1,481 38
National Mediation Board. b o 62 51 11 111 114 B R 10
*anama Canal e e 4,079 3, 568 511 B 207
Railroad Retimm.enl. Board. .. 730 1o 2 MRS, 47 2,423 39
" Reconstruction Finance Corporation. o 1,909 1, 762 147 4, 508 4, 600 Y
Becurities and Exchange Commission. . .o.cceeoceaimimmmemmiraiacnan 496 444 52 1,147 5 R B e est e 14
Selective Service System. S B 1,141 L I SR 253 5,014 SIS 460
Bmithsonian Institution. .. 173 158 15 543
Tariff Commission 108 103 b 240 2
Tax Court of the United States 53 70 | IS T 123
Tennessea Val'!ey Authority. 4,125 3, 630 12, 672
Votarans” Aminietration. .. o s ) e e v e s ra s enm s n e e sy 53, 045 49, 627 4,318 , 650
Total, excluding National Military Establist t I 326, 428 312, 401 660 14,687 | 1,213,808 | 1,222,127 11, 022 2, 703
Net cfmnga. excluding National Military Establishment. ... oo ]am o ocimmoemiacciaaaas X I N e e e B, 319
National Military Establishment:
Office of the Secretary of Defl e 535 B0} s e 26 1,479 1,522
Department of the Army:
Inside continental United States 80, 286 76, 211 4,075 307, 856 313, 076
Outside continental United States. - oo oo eecaeacaes 14, 446 13, 480 957 66, 607 64, 234
Department of the Air Force:
Inside continental United States 37, 006 35, 103 2,803 137, 484 139, 521
Outside continental United States 6, 136 5,344 T02 27, 386 27, 768
Department of the Navy... 100, 455 . RNy nur 351, 771
Total, National Military Establishment 239, 764 228,004 |1t sl il 15, 770 896, 721 BYT, BO2 7,682 6, 511
Net change, National Military Establishment___.___._______________|....._____| ... 15,170 ot vl et 1,171
Grand total, including National Military Establishment 456, 192 536, 305 660 | 30,457 | 2,110,520 | 2,120,019 18,704 | 9,214
Net change, including National Military Establist J 20, 0, 4

I Revised on basis of later information.

+ Adjusted to eliminate WOC employees erroneously reported by the ageney as expert consultants,

TasLe II.—Federal personnel inside continental United States employed by ezecutive agencies

with April 1949

during May 1949 and comparison

Department or agency April May [Increase | Decrease Department or agency April May |Increase |Decrease

Executive de?artmenl.s (exoept National Mili- incependent agencies—Continued

tary Establishment): nterstate ce C 2,211 16
Agriculture Maritime C issi 6,424 141
Commerce. National Advisory Committee for Aero-

Interior BATEI - ksl g e Y el 6, 857 £, 939] - (RO Ml
Justice l\nlmnnl Archives. 382 370]
Labor. . tional Capital Housing Authority 306
goat Office National Capftal Park and Planning Com-
um- 19
Treas National “Capital Sesquicentennial Com-

Executtve Oﬂloe of thu Presldent. ey iz 2 9 X,
White House Offi National 3ﬂller%!uf 7Y B S e 315) 3] 2
Bureao of the Budge National Labor Relations Board . ... 1, 508 1, 460 39
Executive Mansion and Grounds. ... National Mediation Board 1 101 10
National Security cll Panama Canal. ... 40 644 | B
ational Security Resources Board. .coee..- Railroad Retirement Board._ .. . oocoee 2,423 2,384 39
Council of E i Reconstruetion Finance Corporation. ...... 4, 587 4, 580 | MR
Emergency war agencies: Office of Defense Seearities and Exchange Commission. ... 1,147 b1 | Ll 14

Tmnsnunation._.. Selective Bervice System . _________________. 6, 451 (5 Eaha ks 454

Postwar agencies Smithsonian Institution 538 51 ) P
Displaced Persons Commmlou Tarif Commission. ... .coreocremecanaan 240 ol
Economic Coop Tax Court of the United States..._. vl 123 124 R
Office of the Housing Expeditar Tannmsee Vﬂllev Authority -....... ot e b5 (B 3 1] P
Philippine Alien Property Administration._ Vet tration. . T19R, 000| 198, 848| ... ... 151

Philippine War Damage Commission. __ ...

War Assets Administration......ccceeeennae
Ind ndenr. s]g«nc[ea'
tle Monuments Commission.. |
Atomic Energy
Civil Aeronantics Board.. ...c.eeecemcnnans
Civil Service Commission......... Rl e

Export-Import Bank of W ashingfon........

Total, exclusive of National Militnry
Estoblishment. . ___._....
Nnt increase, excluding National Mllitsry

National Military Establishment:
Office of the Secretary of Defense...

Fod Department of the Army..__._.
Tl Dot 1o ios ovpepatan loii| 4| Bepartmentof the Alr : 15, 521
Federal lf’la(ﬂat%m and Conciliation Service. Department of the Nnvy..-.__._.....-.-..,_ 413,053
Federal Power
4 Total, National Military Establishment..| 764,071| 767,772 7. 300 3, 609
ederal Security Agency *.... Net inerease, National Military Estab-
F::l ral Wmdﬁ Aommiss!on [ lishmant 2 701
eral Works Agency. ... ] ik OO0 ARSI (¥ T Es sl a3 T R e ek e il
General Accounting Office. Ay Grand total, including National Military
Government Printing Office....o..... e Estab = emameneemnns|l, 921, 3801, 932, 746 17,371 6,005
HousinEand Home Finance Agency.----.. Net increase, including National Military
Indian Claims Commission. .« ....coceocua- Establishment. ll.':i&ﬁ

1 Exclusive of personnel of the Central Intelligence Age

3 Includes employees of Howard University and the
¥ Adjusted to eliminate w. o. ¢. employees erroneously reported by the agency as expert consultants.

ney.
u!umhin Institute for the Deaf,
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Tanre III.—Federal personnel outside contin ental United States employed by the erecuti ve agencies during May 1949, and comparison

with April 1949

Department or agency April May |Increase | Decrease Department or agency April | May ‘mm Decreass
Executive (mts (except National Mili- Independent ageneiea—Oontlnued xsl
tary Estal t): Maritime Commission. ... . cccomeacane e S
Agricult Natlonsl Labor Re!.ntiona Howrd ool oo 11 12 o
C 00 Canal. 22,026 21,815 211
Interior Reconstruction ¥ 11 11
atice Belective Serviee Sy: 163/ MRy 6
Labor Smjthwuhn I'nul tution 5 5
mt’)ﬁm Veterans ation 1, 651 b i - IR 2]
Total, oxeh.tdlng National Military
Postwar 5 E!t&bll!h ......................... 56,499 57, 153 985 331
Displaced Persons Commission. ... _..cen.- Net increase, excludfns National Military
Economic Coopemtbcn Admlnistmtion___- Establishment. . b 654
Difice of the Housing Expediter. ... ...
Philippine Alien Property Admmlstmtlon_ National Military Establishment:
Philippine War Department of the Army_ 66, 607| 64, 234 2,373
War Assels Adminiatml.ion_ _______________ Department of the Air 27,3 A o e
Inde ent ﬁ Department of the Navy.__._ 38,657) 38,118 -___-____l 530
ttle Monuments Commission.
Awmic Energy C Total, National Military Establishment__| 133, 130, 1 382 2,02
Oivil Aeronautics Board Net decrease, National Military Estal-
Civil Service C ission_.___.. = 2,530
x:—lmpoﬂ Bank of Washington_..__. e E
} Communications Cnmmiaaluu_---. Grand total, mc!ud.mg National Military
Federal Becurity Agency.......... Establishment . ..o coeeoocomiacaiocazs 180, 149( 187, 273 1 3,243
Federnl Works Agency. . coeeeeeee- Net decrease, 1m:ludi:ng National Mili-
Housing and Home Finance Agenc; v tary Est l,al‘rﬁ
TasLe IV.—Industrial employees of the Federal Government inside and outside continental United States employed by executive
agencies during May 1949, and comparison with April 1949
Department or agency April May |Incrense Decrease Department or agency Aprll May | Increase |Decrease
Executive nts (cxeept National Mili- National Military Establishment:
tar Eﬂahm o Department of the Army:
o 1,250 Inside continental United States____...| 166,300 171,070 4,770l ... _
Interior 4, 876 Outside continental United States_.....| 44,367) 42,25 . ... 114
State 351 Department of the Air Force:
Treast 4,420 Inside continental United Btates 78,668) 79, LI
Tnde, ndaut agencies: Outside continental United Stal 20, 21, 121 ey | BT
tomic Energy Commission. ......ceamaees 118 Department of the Navy. 244, 567| 240,524 . .. 4,043
'onsing and Home Finance Ageney-_._... 1
i Canal. . - 1,851 Totai Nationa! Military Establishment..| 554, 561] 554, 801 6,397 6 157
Tennessee Valley Authority.....ccceeaenn- 6,350 innteese. National Military Estab- o
A, 4
Total, exclud National Military Es- }
tablishmen insu]dj o S 19,217] 20,323 1,245 139 GrEg&nd l?tt?ll Inctuding National Military
Net in,maaae exclu ug P e 1l SRR (T e O R | W S e e e e 78| 575, 124/ 7,642 206
tary EstabliShinent_ - - ocoocveseeeesfocnnssans 1,106 Net increase, mcludlng National Mili- = % - o
1,:|uo

Tasre V.—Employees of Federal agencies ex-
ciuded from compilations by the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Ezpenditures

[Nore.—The Joint Committoe on Reduction of Non-
ial Federal Ex itures in its monthly person-
udes employees of the Board of
Governors, Federal Reserve System, the Office of thé
Gomptruller of the Currency in the T Depart-
ment, along with seamen and trainees on the rolls of
the U. S. Maritime Commission. This has
been excluded because the personal service expendi-
tures in the Board of Uovemurs of the Feaeral Reserve
Bystem and t.he Office of the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency are paid from assessments levied on banks for
this purpose, and during the war and immediate post-
war perigd seamen trainees on the Maritime
Commlssiun rolls were regarded as being in a military
or quasi-military status]

Seamen
Board |Officeol| and
of Gov- (‘}nmp- tmén:q
ernors, | troller |ees, U.8
Month Pederal | of the | Mari- | 1otal
Emw Cur- [t:lmo
ystem | reucy om-
mission
513 1,036 | 13,238 | 14,787
513 | 1,046 | 11,664 | 13,223
513 L0458 | 1L,719 | 12778
&11 | 1,046 | 0,865 11422
513 | 1,044 | 0,285 | 10,842
513 1, 051 7,256 | 8,820
515 1,057 6, 240 7,812
517 1, 064 5548 | 7,120
514 1,071 5, 201 6, 576
512 LoOm3| 6,087 | 7,622
522 | 1,096 | 5800 7,398
524 1,082 | A442| 7,048
529 1,080 | 5536 | 7,145
b27 1,001 5,143 | 6,761
531 1,087 5 029 6, 657
52| L112| 4,956 | 6,600
532 1,126 3, 990 5, (48
535 L133 | 2,02 | 4,604

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD
THREE HUNDRED AND FIFTY PEOPLE A DAY

The number of civillan employees in the
executive branch of the Federal Government
in April increased at the rate of more than
850 a day.

MILLION DOLLARS A DAY

Average Federal pay is approximately $3,000
a year. If those added to the Federal pay roll
in April represent a net permanent increase,
it means annual Federal personnel costs Were
increased during the month at the rate of
more than a million dollars a day.

MORE THAN 2,000,000 ON ROLLS

Total civilian employment in the executive
branch in April numbered 2,122,710. The
total for March was 2,111,257, The increase
for the month was 11,453,

These were revealed today in a com-
pllation of personnel reports certified by 61

agencies of the executive branch to

the Joint Committee on Reduction of Non-
essential Federal Expenditures.
INCREASE LEADERS

The greatest Increase for the month was
reported by the Department of Agriculture
with 3,643. This was closely followed by the
Army Department with an increase of 3,560
civilian employees. The Post Office Depart-
ment was third with an increase of 3,282,

The largest decrease reported for the month
was In the Department of the Navy which
had a reduction of 4,618. War Assets Ad-
ministration, which is in liguidation, re-
ported the second largest decrease with 861.

VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION INCREASE

While great publicity has been given the

report that the Veterans' Administration was

to reduce its employment by 8,000, the Ad-
ministration certified to the committee that
there was a net increase of 508 during April
in its paid personnel. Previous reports by
the Administration reveal that since the
beginning of the current fiscal year there had
been a net increase in its paid personnel of
8,792 for the 10 months period.
BIG PERSONNEL AGENCIES

A special table in the committee report for
April shows that three agencies—the Na-
tional Military Establishment, the Post
Office Department, and the Veterans' Admin-
istration—are employing a total of nearly
1,600,000, approximately 76 percent of the
total civilian personnel in the executive
branch.

Employees reported by the remaining 55
principal departments and agencies aggre-
gate little more than 500,000, or ahcmt 24
percent of the total,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PERSONNEL
AND FUNDS

Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123,
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol-
lowing reports were received by the Sec-
retary of the Senate:

Jury 7, 1949,
REPORT OF COMMITTEE OF FINANCE
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con-
gress, first session, submits the following re-
port showing the name, profession, and total
salary of each person employed by it and its
subcommittees for the period from January
1, 1949, to June 30, 1949, together with the
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funds available to and expended by it and
its subcommitees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession KI0SS. | salary
annual | Lorong
salary
Elizabeth B. Springer, acting chief
(0510 ey R PRl - N M SO 7, 405, 06/%3, 639. 11
Janicr Everly, stenographer.. -] 4,370.38| 2,185.14
Zam Ogleshy, s!.enogmpher _________ 4,370.38| 2,075.58
_esse R. Nichols, docnment clerk-_.| 2,991 04) 1, 888, 62
terge Bonson (temporary assign-
ment), minority  professional
Y | R R e S 0,301, 11 2,167.82

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditire. .. ooeeoccecnnenannan 10, 000, 00
Amount expended 3,212, 55
Balance unexpended . .. ... ..o 6, T87. 45
WaLTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman.

Jury 17, 1948,

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC

WELFARE

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightleth Con-
gress, first session, submits the following re-
port showing the name, profession, and total
salary of each person employed by it and its
subcommittees for the period from January
1, 1949, to June 30, 1949, together with the
funds available to and expended by it and
its subcommittees:

Rate ol

Tota.
Name and prolession ngrnﬁl salary
ary
salary |received
Earl B. Wixcey, c'erk. - ccoecuc.] $10, 330, 0025, 43,71

Philip R. Rodgers, assistant clerk..
Vivien Harman, clerical assistant__
Crawford C. He rlein, clerical as

10, 330. 00 §, 143,78
7, 446, 52| 2, 030, 42

4,453.15| 2,226, 54
4,940.73] 1, 524.15
5,082, 50| 2, 5616, 22
3,542,74) 246,02

10, 330. 00| 4, 304,15

Paul Smplu “clerical assistant____.
Marguerite Yost,? clerical assistant._
Herma.n Lazarus,® professiona staff

mber.
W i].'liam G, Reidy,' professional

stafl member. 10, 330. 00| 3, 041, 60
Thomas E. Shroyer,? pmfasslonnl

staff member... --| 10,230.00] 4,304 15
Melvin W. Snced profcsswna]

staff member... .. —weoameeoeeenn 10, 330, 00 4, 75212

1 Resigned effective June 5, 1940,
* Appointed June 6, 1949,

* Appointed Feb, 1, 1949,

¢ Appointed Mar. 15 1044,

§ Appointed Feb. 1, 1040,

Funds authorlzed or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditure. . .. .o 20, 000, 00
Amount expended. - oaaaaiaaaiiaaa 7,421, 84
Balance unexpended....c...ooooainna- 12, 578. 16

ELBERT D. THOMAS,
Chairman.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah:

5.2227. A bill to amend the act approved
July 18, 1940 (54 Stat. 766, 24 U, 8. C., 1946
ed., sec. 196b), entitled “An act relating to
the admission to St. Elizabeths Hospital
of persons resident or domiciled in the Virgin
Islands of the United States,” by enlargin
the classes of persons admissible into SE
Elizabeths Hospital in other respects; and

S.2228. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act with respect to venereal disease
rapid treatment centers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and Fublic
Welfare,
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By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

5. 2229. A bill to provide for the settle-
ment of certaln parts of Alaska by war
veterans; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ECTON:

5.2230. A bill to stimulate exploration,
development, mining, production, and con-
servation of strategic and critical minerals
and metals within the United States and
its Territories; to establish an Office of
National Minerals Development, Production,
and Conservation within the Department of
the Interior; and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MILLER:

5.2231. A bill for the relief of Mareco
Murole and his wife Romana Pellis Murolo;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, McCARTHY:

B.2232, A bill for the relief of Peter Hey-
den; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 2233. A bill to amend the Social Security
Act s0 as to eliminate any reduction in bene-
fits on account of wages earned; to the Com-
mittee on Finance,.

By Mr. TYDINGS:

8. 2234, A bill to amend section 302 of the
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1844, as
amended; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. KILGORE:

8.2235. A bill for the relief of Hyman D,

Langer; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

5. J. Res. 116. Joint resolution to Invall- -

date regulations prohibiting amputees from
operating interstate motor carriers; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mr. HUMFPFHREY :

S.J.Res. 117. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing a memorial for Mohandas K, Gandhi; to
the Committee on Rules and Administration.

EXECUTIVE AND INDEPENDENT OFFICES
APPROPRIATIONS—AMENDMENT

Mr. PEPPER submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 4177) making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry in-
dependent executive bureaus, boards,
agencies, and offices, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON THE CALENDAR

The bill (H. R. 1689) to increase rates
of compensation of the heads and assist-
ant heads of executive departments and
independent agencies, was read twice by
its title, and ordered to be placed on
the calendar.

EXTENSION OF SECTION 1302 (A) OF THE
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT RELATING TO
MERCHANT SEAMEN

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that House Joint
Resolution 287 be laid before the Senate.
It is a matter which will provoke no
debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate House Joint Reso-
lution 287, which will be read by its title.

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 287)
extending section 1302 (a) of the Social
Security Act, as amended, until June 30,
1950, was read twice by its title.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as in
legislative session, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate now proceed to the
consideration of the House Joint Resolu-
tion 287.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?
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Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right to
object, I will say my attention was
diverted for a moment and I did not hear
the Senator's statement as to the purpose
of the joint resolution.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, House
Joint Resolution 287 merely extends to
merchant seamen for 1 year the unem-
ployment compensation provisions of the
Social Security Act. There are still about
7,500 seamen employed by the Govern-
ment, and they would have no unemploy-
ment compensation benefits if the exten-
sion were not made. Since it is a dead-
line case, the present extension having
expired on June 30, it is necessary to
have it renewed.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 287) extending sec-
tion 1302 (a) of the Social Security Act,
as amended, until June 30, 1950, was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MARTIN BEFORE
PENNSYLVANIA VETERANS OF FOREIGN
WARS

|Mr. MARTIN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the RECORD an address de-
livered by him at the annual convention of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, Department of
Pennsylvania, at Philadelphia, Pa., on July
9, 1949, which appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MUNDT AT THE
INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION OF EKEI-
WANIS CLUBS

[Mr. MUNDT asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an address de-
livered by him at the international conven-
tion of Kiwanis Clubs at Atlantic City, on
June 20, 1949, which appears in the Ap-
pendix. ]

ACTION BY NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSO-
CIATION AGAINST EMPLOYMENT OF
COMMUNIST TEACHERS

[Mr. HOEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article
Teachers Vote To Oust Reds, published in
the Charlotte (N. C.) Ohserver, dealing with
the action of the National Education Asso-
ciation against teaching by Communist
teachers in United States schools, which
appears in the Appendix.]

DEFINITION OF THE “WELFARE STATE"—
ARTICLE BY NELSON H. CRUIKSHANK

[Mr, MURRAY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article
entitled “Welfare State Defined,” written by
Nelson H. Crulkshank and published in the
New York Times of July 10, 1949, which
appears in the Appendix.]

SOCIALISM IN BRITAIN—EDITORIAL FROM
INDIANAPOLIS STAR

[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Enough Is Enough,” published in
a recent issue of the Indianapolis Star, which
appears in the Appendix.]

THE GOVERNMENT DEFICIT—EDITORIAL
FROM WASHINGTON (IND.) HERALD

[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Government in the Red,” published
in a recent issue of the Washington (Ind.)
Herald, which appears in the Appendix.]
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CITATION OF WAYNE COY BY SONS OF
INDIANA OF NEW YORK

[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtalned leave
to have printed In the Recorp a cifation by
the Sons of Indiana of New York designating
Wayne Coy, Chairman of the Federal Com-
munications Commission, as the outstanding
Hoosler of 1949, together with Mr. Coy's re-
sponse, which appear in the Appendix.]

THE BRANNAN PLAN—COMMENTS BY
HASSIL E. SCHENCK

[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an editorial
entitled “Hassil Schenck Is Right,” pub-
lished in a recent issue of the Indianapolis
Btar; also an article entitled “Schenck Raps
Brannan Plan,” published in the Indianapolis
Btar of July 7, 1949, which appear in the
Appendix. ]

TAXES—ADDRESS BY WALTER H. CARTER

[Mr, ROBERTSON asked and obtained
leav. to have printed in the REcorp an ad-
dress on the subject of taxes, delivered by
Hon. Walter H. Carter, of Amherst, Va.,
to the veterans' agricultural class of the
Amberst, Va., high school, on June 7, 1949,
which appears in the Appendix.]

THE WELFARE STATE: WHERE DO WE GO
FROM HERE?—EDITORIAL FROM THE
RICHMOND NEWS-LEADER

[Mr. ROBERTSON asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recosp an edi-
torial entitled “The Welfare State: Where Do
We Go From Here?" published in the Rich-
mond News-Leader of July 8, 1949, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

THE DEAD END OF NATIONAL SOCIAL-
ISM—ARTICLE BY FELIX MORLEY

[Mr. EEM asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcomrp an article en-
titled “The Dead End of National Social-
ism,"” written by Felix Morley and published
in the July 6, 1949, issue of Human Events,
which appears in the Appendix.|

WANTS ANOTHER HENRY  TO LEAD
NATION—LETTER FROM RUSSELL
EEININGHAM

[Mr, KEM asked and obtained leave to
have printed In the Recorp a letter under the
heading *“Wants another Henry to lead
Nation,” written by Russell Eeiningham to
the editor of the Richmond (Va.) News-
Leader, and published in the July 9, 1849,
issue of that newspaper, which appears in
the Appendix.]

RENT CONTROLS—EDITORIAL COMMENT

[Mr. BRICKER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an editorial
entitled “Eyes of the United States Are on
Texas,” published in the Cleveland Plain
Dealer of June 25, 1949, and another edito-
rial entitled “Rent Control Marches On,”
published In the Cleveland Plain Dealer of
June 28, 1949, which appear in the
Appendix.]

THE HAWAIIAN SHIPFING STRIKE—EDI-

TORIALS FROM THE BREWERY GULCH

GAZETTE AND THE LOS ANGELES TIMES

[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an editorial from
the Brewery Gulch Gazette, of Blsbee, Ariz,
and an editorial from the Los Angeles Times,
relative to the Hawallan strike situation,
which appear in the Appendix.]

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC REPORT
SUMMARIZED

[Mr. O'MAHONEY asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recorp a brief
summary of the President’s economic re-
port, prepared by Dr. John D. Clark, one of
the members of the Council of Economic
Advisers, which appears in the Appendix.]
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THE TVA HAS FRIENDS—ARTICLE EY
HODDING CARTER

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “The TVA Has Friends,"” written by
Hodding Carter and published in the Wash-
ington Post of July 3, 1948, which appears
in the Appendix.]

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING BENATE
SESSION

On request of Mr. O'ConNor a Sub-
committee on the Judiciary was author-
ized to sit during the session of the Sen=-
ate today.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR McCLELLAN
RELATIVE TO OBJECTION BY MARI-
TIME COMMISSION TO HOOVER COM-
MISSION REPORTS

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp at this point as
a part of my remarks, a statement which
I have prepared, summarizing a report
I have received from the Chairman of
the Maritime Commission, expressing
the view of the Commission with refer-
ence to the Hoover Commission reports
«s they affect that Commission.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the

“RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN L. M'CLELLAN,

CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDI-

TURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Btrenuous opposition to certain recom-
mendations in the Hoover Commission re-
ports affecting the United States Maritime
Commission is contained in a statement sub-
mitted to Senator Jorn L. McCLELLAN, chair-
man of the Senate Commitiee on Expendi-
tures In the Exécutive Departments, by
Maritime Commission Chairman Philip B.
Fleming, which was released today.

In a lengthy report containing adverse
comments relative to these Hoover Commis-
slon recommendations, criticism was cen-
tered on recommendation No. 9 of the Com-
mission’s report on regulatory commis-
sions, which proposes to transfer the so-
called “business” functions of the Maritime
Commission, related to construction, opera-
tion, charter, and sale of ships to the De-
partment of Commerce, thus separating them
from regulatory functions relating to rates,
conditions of service, and the granting of
subsidies. Chairman Fleming's statement
on this phase of the Hoover Commission’s
report, in part, follows:

“The Commission is unanimously and vig-
orously opposed to any proposed splitting
of the functions now vested in the Maritime
Commission with respect to the merchant
marine.

“The proposals disregard the most im-
portant lessons of our merchant-marine his-
tory which resulted in the establishment of
the Maritime Commission as an independent
bipartisan agency in 1936, The Commission
was established by the Congress after a pro-
longed and careful consideration of various
proposals, many of them similar to those
now made. The Congress rejected proposals
involving a split administration of functions
under a quasijudicial and policy-determining
body and an executive or administrative
body to be in a Cabinet department.

“The Congress in making that declsion had
before it the experience of the years 1933-36
during which the maritime agency—the
United States Shipping Board—was placed
in the Department of Commerce as a bureau
pursuant to the 1933 enactment granting to
the Executive broad powers for the reorgani-
zation of executive departments. The rec-

! ord made during that period was in'large
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part instrumental in causing Congress to
enact the 1936 act and create the Maritime
Commission as an independent bipartisan
agency. To place any substantial part of
the Commission's functions under a depart-
ment would only be turning back the clock
and repeating an experiment which ended
in failure.

“Furthermore, to provide for splitting of
maritime functions of the Government would
only increase the difficulties of the citizen
and the industry. One of the main prob-
lems confronting the merchant marine and
the maritime industry already is the multl-
plicity of Government agencies and officials
concerned with maritime affairs. The pro-
posals, instead of improving this situation,
actually would increase the diffusion of re-
sponsibility.

“The functions now within the jurisdic-
tion of the Maritime Commission (with only
a very few minor exceptions), can only be
effectively carried out by an agency which
is consistently ‘and exclusively concerned
with merchant marine problems. The in-
dustry itself and the citizen are entitled to
this type of a Government agency in the
merchant marine field.

“It is argued theoretically that the in-
terests of the Government acting in its quasi-
judicial or quasi-legislative capacity may
conflict with its functions of a proprietary
or so-called business character. Actually,
collisions between the Commission as a
quasi-judicial or policy-making body and an
administrative body are so rare as to be neg-
ligible. Actually, policies In respect of pure-
ly regulatory functions are so connected
with and related to so-called operating or
business functions, such as management of
terminals, construction or sale of vessels,
assistance in construction of vessels with or
without subsidy, operation of or charter of
vessels, that the proper administration of
congressional policy for the merchant ma-
rine cannot be accomplished except by keep-
ing such functions in one body which can
appreciate the repercussions of activities in
the one field upon activities in the other field
and make its determinations in accord with
the basic congressional poliey.

“The so-called business or executive opera-
tlons of the Commission are in fact so closely
interwoven with the regulatory activities and
subsidy of the Commission that to separate
them would only compound the alleged
difficulties in the present administration of
the law.”

The statement on this phase of the Hoover
Commission’s report concludes that *“the
Commission is convinced that the belief
(which is hardly more than a hope) that
the administration of nonregulatory, or ex-
ecutive, or business operations of the Com-
mission can be separated from the regula-
tory and subsidy functions without serious
complications is without foundation. * * *
The Commission cannot emphasize too
strongly the undesirability and danger of at-
tempting to establish separate administra-
tive agencles for governmental activities in
respect of the ocean-going merchant marine.
Historieally and basically the continuance of
promotional or operational or business func-
tions concerned with the merchant marine
in the same agency charged with the regu-
latory activities is a fundamental necessity
for the successful administration of the mer-
chant marine policy for the United States.
Any other method would simply be a case of
letting one hand function without the re-
quired amount of coordination with the
other hand.”

The Commission also objects to recom-
mendation No, 12 in the Hoover Commis-
slon’s report on the Department of Com-
merce dealing with transportation policies
which proposes that the Secretary of Com-
merce be given the responsibility for mak-
ing over-all route programs for air, water,
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and land fransportation, commenting as
follows:

“This recommendation apparently is made
in accordance with the recommendations in
the Task Force Report on Regulatory Com-
missions (appendix N, p. 65) to the effect that
there should be placed in the Commerce De-
partment the function of ‘investigation of
ocean servi~es, routes and lines from United
States ports to foreigh nations, and of what
additions and replacements to the American
merchant marine are necessary to achieve
the objectives of the Maritime Act of 1936.

“This concept of the functions involved

as being operating or administrative is quite
unrealistic. To attempt to carry out sep-
arately the regulatory and subsidy granting
functions and the determination of essen-
tial services in the foreign trade, and also
the determinations as to the replacements
for the American merchant marine is to
make it impossible to carry out any practical
coordinated merchant marine policy. If the
determination of the essentiality of a serv-
ice to the commerce and national defense
of the United States is to be made in the
operating or executive branch of the Gov-
ernment, and that branch is also to deter-
mine the necessity of additions and replace-
ments, the function of administering the
subsidy allowances becomes a purely non-
discretionary function not suited to the
character of the independent agency. This
constitutes in effect not a reorganization
of the administration of functions but a
violent distortion, or at least misunderstand-
ing, of the purpose of the 1938 act. The
Task Force Report (p. 66) states that the
awarding of subsidies should be retalned in
the Commission because it involves ‘the same
needs for deliberation and group judgment,
impartiality, and continuity which typlecally
call for the independent commission.' The
awarding of subsidies on routes determined
by another agency and for vessels determined
by another agency leaves very little room for
any deliberation, group judgment, impar-
tiality, or continuity of policy, which under
the 1936 act is placed for determination in
an independent bipartisan policy-making
body.
'?Xn examination of this recommendation
can only lead to the general conclusion above
expressed, that all the Government functions
under the 1936 act must be vested in one
agency in the interest of good government,
public concern, and the merchant marine
which 1s the objective of the 1936 act.”

Dissent is made to recommendation No. 5
in the Hoover Commission Department of
Labor Report (which proposes that the de-
termination of minimum wages for seamen
on privately operated vessels should be trans-
ferred from the Maritime Commission to the
Secretary of Labor) on the grounds such
determination is made only on vessels re-
celving operational subsidies which the Com-
mission grants. The Commission notes the
task force report on regulatory commis-
sions recommended the Maritime Commis-
slon retain this function.

In regard to recommendation No. 14 in
the Hoover Commission Report on General
Management of the Executive Branch, it is
interpreted to establish a clear line of au-
thority extending down through every step
of organization into the operation of all
independent regulatory commissions, thus
bringing the Maritime Commission under
the direct control of the President. The re-
port contends that “if these recommenda-
tions were carried out it would bring about
a complete reversal in the constitutional de~
velopment, beginning in 1887 with the en-
actment of the Interstate Commerce Act, of
vesting in independent bipartisan or non-
partisan agencies primarily responsible to
the Congress, functions which are quasi-
legislative and quasi-judicial in charac-
ter. * * * The Congress placed such
functions and activities as regulation of rail-

roads, regulation of radio and cther methods
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of communication, regulation of the electric-
energy industry, the issuance of securities,
the regulation and promotion of alr trans-
portation, and the maintenance and promo-
tion of the American merchant marine, in
independent agencies which, in general, are
to be of a bipartisan or nonpolitical char-
acter and are not to be subject to fluctua-
tions of political changes in government and
pressures of a short view or selfish character.”

Another point involving serious differences
in points of view between the Maritime Com-
mission and the Hoover recommendations is
in relation to recommendation No. 1 of the
report on regulatory commissions, “that all
administrative responsibility pe vested in the
Chairman of the Commission.” It is the
view of the Maritime Commission that “this
proposal violates a tried principle of organi-
zation, namely, that the executive or ad-
ministrative head must be responsible to
the planning or policy-making body.” The
Maritime Commission argues that “to set up
as executive head an administrator over
whom a commission had no control, even
though it be the chairman and a member of
the Commission, would lead to a voiding of
all responsibility of the other members of
& commission, and where inefficiency de-
veloped or a majority of a commission deemed
a change desirable,” the members of the
Commission would have no way of taking
steps to correct such inefficlency, or to bring
about desirable changes. * * * The Mari-
time Commission believes that the better way
of handling this matter is to relieve a com-
mission from routine administrative prob-
lems by its delegating its administrative au-
thority to an executive officer. In this way
the Commission is freed from administrative
detail, but maintains control and direction
of the agency."

Likewise the Maritime Commission is op-
posed to recommendation No. 3 of this latter
report which would permit a commissioner,
upon expiration of his term, to continue to
hold office until his successor has been ap-
pointed and qualified, stating that it “does
not deem the adoption of this recommenda-
tion desirable. The Commission feels that
the effectiveness of such a ‘holdover’ would
be vitiated. It might lead also to unneces-
sary delay in the making and the ratifying
of appointments.”

The Commission approves recommenda-
tions which would increase salaries of Coms-
missioners, board members, and staff assist-
ants; permit delegation by Commissioners of
routine matters to assistants; improve in
general the disposition of business before
administrative agencies; the establishment
of a central office of personnel; the adoption
of a performance budget and the strength-
ening of the Office of the Bureau of the
Budget; and, separation of estimates as be-
tween capital outlays and current operating
expenditures as recommended by the Hoover
Commission,

Note—Mr, Fleming's statement on the
Hoover Commission reports discussed above
is available for examination in the office of
the Senate Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments, room 357, Senate
Office Building.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR McCLELLAN DIS-
CUSSING LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN OF
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMIS-
SION RELATING TO HOOVER COMMIS-
SION REPORTS

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks a statement
which I have had prepared, relating to a
letter received by me from Edmund M.
Hanrahan, Chairman of the Securities
and Exchange Commission, discussing
recommendations made by the Hoover
Commission relating to the operations of
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the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the

-REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN L. M'CLELLAN,
CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EX-
PENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN, chairman of
the Senate Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments released today a
letter received from Edmond M. Hanrahan,
Chairman of the Securities and Exchange
Cominission, discussing recommendations
made by the Hoover Commission relating to
the operations of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.

In commenting on recommendation No. 1
in the Hoover Commission’s report on regu-
latory commissions, that the Chairman as-
sume responsibility for the functioning of
the Commission, and the task force recom-
mendations relative to the strengthening of
the office of the Chairman in administrative
matters, the letter points out that the Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1834 establishing
the Comimission does not provide for a
chalrman, and that all powers under this
and other laws affecting the Securities and
Exchange Commission are vested in the
Commission. Under present practice a
chairman is elected annually by the mem-
bers, and the extent to which he assumes
responsibility for various functions has
varled with the particular incumbent.

The Chairman contends that:

“These considerations strike to the heart
of the character of this agency as an inde-
pendent bipartisan commission. Many ap-
parently administrative matters upon
closer analysis reveal important policy is-
sues. For example, preparation of the Com-
mission's budget estimate is largely an ad-
ministrative problem, but policy is in-
volved in determining which commission
functions are to be maintained, enlarged, or
diminished in making the budget requests,
Supervision of workload, backlog, and the
progress of the operating divisions is ad-
ministrative except to the extent that such
review might contain the power to direct
the priority of disposition or to prefer the
use of available personnel for one endeavor
rather than another.”

Emphasis is placed on the fact that glv-
ing authority over regulatory commissions
to the Chairman would depart from the pol-
icy of independence and bipartisanship
which has heretofore characterized their or-
ganization and operation, and in this re-
spect go beyond the recommendations of
the Commission on Organization for central-
ized administrative responsibility. The

. Chairman further develops this point as

follows:

“With the entry of the Federal Govern-
ment into the sphere of regulation of ex-
tremely sensitive and complex areas of eur
national economy, some safeguards were
deemed necessary in order to avold any im-
plication of political motivation. And it
would appear that the divorcement of the
independent agency from any centralized po-
litical control by the particular administra-
tion which happens to be in power was con-
sidered fo be a prerequisite to a sound con-
tinuity of regulation and also essential to
the Inspiration of confidence on the part
of the persons regulated and the general
public without which effective regulation
cannot be achieved. The bipartisan agency
‘device was the means adopted to achieve the
desired end of independence. * * *
Viewed as a practical matter, it is not pos-
sible to isolate the various aspects of the
work of this Commission.”

The Securities and Exchange Commission
Chairman also points out the difficulty in
effectuating recommendation No. 7 of the
Report on Regulatory Commissions, which
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would authorize the Bureau of the Budget
to suggest ways and means to improve and
thereby reduce the cost of disposing of busi-
ness before administrative agencies, stating
that quasi-judicial proceedings before regu-
latory commissions have through the years
developed more and more procedural safe-
guards of due process, and that many of
these developments are the direct result of
cony action and of standards laid
down by the courts in reviewing agency de-
cisions. The Becurities and Exchange Com-
mission indicates that it would welcome a
study of the possibilities of simplifying hear-
ing procedures, within the limits of the
due process requirements, to save expense
both to the public and to the Commission,

Regarding recommendation No. 1 in the
Hoover Commission Report on Budgeting and
Acecounting, which calls for establishment of
2 budget based upon functions, activities,
and projects, Commissioner Hanrahan com-
ments as follows:

“Our experience supports the recommenda~
tion that a ‘performance budget' be adopt-
ed. For the past several years the justifica-
tions of our budget estimates generally have
been based on the cost of performing the
major functions under the several acts which
the Commission administers, such as the ex-
amination of registration statements and
other documents, and surveillance of secu-
rity markets, etc. We have found that this
method of justifying the estimates permits
a better understanding of our budgetary
needs by nal appropriations eom-
mittees and by the Bureau of the Budget,
than would the justification of the estimates
by objects of expenditures, The preparation
of the President’s budget on the basis of
‘performance’ doubtless would tend to pro-
vide a better relationship of expenditure,
obligations, and future estimated costs to
the work accomplished in the prior year, the
work in progress in the current year, and the
work contemplated for the budget year.”

Referring to recommendation No. 9 of
this Hoover Commission report, which would
vest in the President the authority to effect
improvements in statistical activities, Mr.
Hanrahan states:

“This Commission now compiles and pub-
lishes certain business statistics relating to
the financial affairs of corporations regis-
tered with us under one or more of the acts
we administer. It is belleved that a central
authority, which would have the responsibil-
ity of designating focal agencles to carry on
particular statistical functions under ade-
quate budget allocatlons, would improve the
program.”

In commenting on the task force discus-
sions of the jurisdiction of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System over
margin requirements, and recommendations
for the transfer of that jurisdiction to the
Securitles and Exchange Commission, the
Chairman stated:

“In that regard, the report recognizes that
while the fixing of margins in securities trad-
ing is a credit control mechanism it op-
erates directly In a market over which this
Commission has been given broad powers and
as to which it has accumulated detailed
knowledge and experience. Effective policy
making as to margins must, in our view, co-
ordinate both the general credit and specific
market factors, We believe that it Is an ap-
propriate function of this Commission to
handle those aspects of the question that
relate to market factors. The best method
of precisely locating and effectively admin-
istering these policy-making functions can-
not be determined without a fuller explora=
tion of the problem.”

With reference to integration and simpli-
fication of statutory requirements, the chair-
man indicates that experlences with the
actual administration of the Securities Ex-
change Act shows the need for various
amendments to increase investor protection
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and, in some instances, to ease the burden of
compliance. He reported that the Commis-
elon is now in consultation with the industry
to formulate a program for submission to the
Congress which would be designed to correct

* this situation.

The letter discusses in detail the problem
of effectuating sound methods of administer-
ing the statutes, with emphasis on deter-
mining procedures which would prevent the
staff from extending or curtalling the poli-
cles of the Commission, which is quoted in
part as follows:

“As a matter of normal internal operation
it is neither possible nor desirable to keep
the stafl from discussing pending problems
either with the Commission or with indi-
vidual Commissioners nor would it be ad-
visable to insulate the staff from the Com-
mission in all cases where a registrant indi-
cates that, should the advice of the staff be
unsatisfactory, he will request an appeal to
the Commission. To enforce such insulation
would be inconsistent with the need for con-
tinuous and close supervision by the Com-
mission of stafl activity which the task force
properly considers very !mportant. Direct
presentation of a problem to the Commis-
sion by members of the public serves a
variety of aims. It gives the Commission
direct contact with its regulatory problems;
it 1s a means of supervising staff activities;
it assures the member of the public that
the Commission itself is passing on a mat-
ter he deems to have been mishandled by
the staff. In order for these purposes to be
fulfilled the procedure must provide full op-
portunity for presentatlim of the case by
the member of the public. * * * We as-
sume, of course, that the procedure Intended
by the task force is to be flexible, and that
when appropriate the member of the public
may be permitted (and at time perhaps re-
quired) to open the discussion. However,
the danger of formalizing any particular pro-
cedure is that the discussion will Inevitably
begin with preliminary argument and ruling
as to order of presentation with the result
that the atmosphere is changed from infor-
mal to formal and the value of the appear-
ance as a conference is lost.

“For some time we have been aware of the
problem of publicity for informal Interpre-
tations, and members of the staff have been
studying the possibility of broader publica-
tion than is now made. In selecting a body
of Interpretations suitable for publication,
we have to bear in mind that the publication
of a policy or interpretation tends to create
a fixed standard. Stability and publicity of
interpretations are desirable; but these ends
should not overshadow the wvalue of pro-
ceeding on & case-by-case basis, improving
and refining interpretations as experlence
grows. I cannot, therefore, at this time pre-
dict how much wider in scope we can make
the publication of informal interpretations.
The report has been invaluable in underlin-
ing the necessity of achieving as wide cur-
rency as possible for these interpretations.
It 1s our hope that we can expand such pub-
licity materially without impairing necessary
flexibility.”

The chairman concludes his letter with
the following statement on estimates of
economies:

“It is not possible to estimate the effect of
instituting the changes discussed above on
the budget of this Commission. Certain of
the proposals could produce modest sav-
ings., For example, the establishment of a
local records center, closer integration of
statistical work with other departments,
more efficlent hearing procedures, and sim-
plification of procurement should result in
economies. On the other hand, expansion
of publications, enlargement of manage-
ment and planning functions, and assump-
tion of jurisdiction over margins might in-
crease expenses somewhat.”

The full text of the letter from the
Chairman of the Securitles and Exchange
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Commission is avallable at the offices of the
committee. The report from the Commis~
slon has been submitted to a subcommittee
composed of Senators McCLELLAN, EASTLAND,
and Ives, which has under consideration
8. 2073, making certain changes in laws ap-
plicable to regulatory agencies of the Gove
ernments so as to effectuate the recommen-
dations regarding regulatory agencies made
by the Commission on Organization of the
Executive Branch of the Government. Fur-
ther comments from the Securities and
Exchange Commission have been requested
relative to the specific provisions of the
proposed legislation.
ALLEGED CHARTERING OF PLANE BY
SIOUX CITY GAS & ELECTRIC CO.—

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, on July 1 the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Murray] made a speech in
connection with the proposed Missouri
Valley Authority, and in connection with
it he inserted in the Recorp an editorial
from a Sioux City, Iowa, publication
called the Unionist and Public Forum.
That editorial alleges that the Sioux
City Gas & Electric Co. had chartered a
plane flight from St. Louis, Mo., for the
purpose of opposing the organization of
a Missouri Valley Authority.

Today I have received a copy of a let-
ter from Mr. Harold L. Murphey, man-
aging director of the Sioux City Cham-
ber of Commerce, indicating that the
power company in question had noth-
ing whatever to do with the chartering
of the plane as indicated by the edito-
rial; and the letter purports to give the
real facts. I ask unanimous consent
that the letter be printed at this point
in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Sroux City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Siouzx City, Iowa, March 10, 1949.
Mr. Epwarp E. ROELOFS,
Editor, Unionist and Public Forum,
Siouz City, Jowa.

DeAr Sir: Qur attention has been called to
an article appearing in your February 10
issue of the Unionist and Public Forum, in
which you report that 22 Sioux Cityans were
guests of the Sioux City Gas & Electric Co.
on a chartered plane flight to St. JLouis
where they attended the annual conference
of the Mississippl Valley Association. We
also note that in your March 3 issue, under
the column headed “Our public forum,”
there appeared a letter over the signature of
John Clark. Following this open letter is an
editorial comment stating that you had verl-
fled the statement that the local utility com-
pany had chartered the plane.

We presume your readers are interested In
learning the truth concerning this matter,
and we submit to you these actual facts:

1. The files of the Sioux City Journal and
the Sloux City Chamber of Commerce will
show that Sioux Cityans have been actively
interested in the development of the Mis-
sourli River In all of its phases, including
flood control, firrigation, navigation, and
power for over 25 years.

2. Believing in organized effort, the mem-
bers of the waterways committee of the
Sioux City Chamber of Commerce have been
attending the annual convention of the Mis-
sissippl Valley Association regularly at St.
Louis every year.

3. These annual trips have always been
sponsored by the waterways committee of
the chamber of commerce, and in every in-
stance, those attending have always cared for
their own expenses,
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4. Plans for chartering the plane for the
1049 trip were first discussed at a meeting
of the waterways committee over 6 months
ago, and on November 18 the committee
members were polled to determine the type
of transportation desired. At this meeting,
14 persons signified their preference for air
transportation, and the secretary of the
chamber of commerce was instructed to
make all arrangements for plane and hotel
reservations for the Sloux City party.

5. Acting under instructions of the com-
mittee, the secretary personally contacted Mr.
Eeith Armold, local representative of the
Mid-Continent Airlines, and contracted for
the chartered plane for a stipulated amount.

6. In carrying out the instructions of the
committee, the secretary of the chamber of
commerce and the cochairman of the
Waterways committee personally contracted
individual prospects for the trip and collected
their proportionate share of the transporta-
tion costs. 4

7. Representatives of the Sioux City Gas &
Electric Co. had no part in planning the
trip, nor did any representative of the utility
company contact any representative of the
Mid-Continent Airlines with respect to the
trip in question.

8. All checks for transportation were made
payable to the chamber of commerce and, in
turn, the chamber of commerce made out
?11:.9 check payable to the Mid-Continent Air-

es.

We are at a loss to understand how any in-
dividual could verify facts to you which are
contrary to those stated above. We would be
glad to offer evidence to you at any time to
prove conclusively that the above statements
are correct in every detail.

Very truly yours,
Harorp L. MURPHEY,
Managing Director.

AMERICA'S ECONOMIC CONDITION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a statement, which I have pre-
pared on the subject of our Nation’s atti-
tude toward the recession in which we
find ourselves. I ask unanimous consent
that this statement be printed at this
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

COMMENTS BY SENFATOR WILEY ON AMERICA’S
EconoMic CONDITION

Today the President's midyear economic
report is going to be submitted to the Con-
gress. On the basis of this report and many
other economic signs, American will be
evaluating the present position of our
country. It is essential in this evaluation
that we go neither to the extreme of (a) rosy
optimism which fails to recognize many of
the present dark spots in the picture, or, (b)
gloomy pessimism which underestimates the
tremendous pent-up demand in our people
for autos, television sets, refrigerators,
higher nutritional standards, etc.

SILVER PLATTER DAYS OVER

As one Wisconsin paper, the Neenah-
Menasha News Times, put it in an editorial
of almost & month back “The silver-platter
days are over"—the days In which folks
would knock down salesmen in their rush
to buy goods. Now businessmen and sales-
men have to go out and wuse genuine
salesmanship on our people. That is not,
however, a necessarily bad condition. On the
contrary, many folks might rightly regard
the return to the days of salesmanship as a
real blessing. Healthy competition is im-
portant.

Nevertheless, all of us, as I have pointed
out in previous Senate statements, are de-
termined that we will not go back to the
days of unhealthy mass unemployment,
when farmers had to dump their milk on
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the roads because milk prices were so low
that the farmers couldn't get their cost of
production plus a reasonable profit. We
don't want to go back to the days when
factory after factory closed down and men
roamed the streets aimlessly; when homes
were broken up because wage earners lost
their self respect and confidence in them-
selves due to long unemployment.

MIDLAND COOPERATOR ARTICLE

In this connection I ask unanimous con-
sent that two related editorial pieces be
printed in the ConeGrEssioNAL REcorD. One
of them is the afore-mentioned editorial in
the Neenah-Menasha News-Times which
discusses briefly and realistically the Nation’s
economic problem. The second is an inter-
esting statement by Mr. Andrew Jensen, labor
relations director of the Midland Cooperative
Wholesale. This statement (printed in the
July 6 issue of Midland Cooperator) discusses
very pointedly the matter of thinking our-
selves into and out of a depression. Con-
structive thinking followed by constructive
action is the remedy recommended by Mr.
Jensen, and it is one which I, for one, cer-
tainly endorse.

[From the Neenah-Menasha News-Times]
SiLvER PLATTER DAys OVER

Since last fall the Nation has been In a
process of business adjustment, many of its
facets just dawning upon the public. The
dropping of prices, lowering of sales and re-
ducing of production, a few less hours of
weekly labor, a few more unemployed, have
gradually been making for a change in the
general economy.

Officlaldom and most industrial leaders
have soft-pedalled the spread of this dis-
inflation or adjustment, and wisely so. The
changes have been slow and graduated, and
quite orderly in nature. The housewife
hasn't awakened in the morning to find the
groceries have cut their prices in two, nor
bas she awakened to find her husband out
of work. The food prices have been cutting
down slowly but surely, and in most in-
stances, the employee has lost but a few
hours a week—much of it overtime which he
had begun to take for granted.

Business is still good in general. Employ-
ment is still good in general. In the Twin
Cities, the adjustment has been slight. The
mills have curtailed production somewhat
because of somewhat lowered demand, but
employment has suffered very lightly. In-
come is still relatively good for the greater

If people will face the adjustment square-
ly, rather than be pessimists or alarmists,
the adjustment will be kinder on every one—
and on themselves. We were on a high peak
of everything—income, prices, production,
etc.—for an extended ride, now we may have
to coast on a slightly lower level for awhile.
Indications are for continued prosperity but
it may be the kind that has to be worked for,
fought for—no longer will we be handed
things on a silver platter.

[From the Midland Cooperator of July 6,
1949]

We Can THINE OURSELVES IN or OUT OF A
DEPRESSION
(By Andrew Jensen, Midland labor
relations director)

Experience is the best teacher, we are told
tlme and agaln., So many things in life
point to the truth of it that we are almost
forced to believe it. Too great a willingness
to take the truth of it for granted may, how-
ever, lead us into a dangerous trap.

The danger lies in our possible failure to
properly evaluate the factors behind our pre-
vious experiences. Thus we may reason:
Good years have invariably been followed by
bad years, therefore, now that we have had a
few good years, we must inevitably have a
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few bad years. Even more superficial reason-
ing might lead us to say that the 1920's Were
good years, the 1030’s were bad, therefore that
experience teaches us that inasmuch as the
1940’s were good years the 1950's will be bad.

If we permit ourselves to fall into the trap
of that type of reasoning we will become
afraid of the immediate future. We will fear
to spend and invest in our usual manner,
we'll wait in the hope that goods will be
cheaper that conditions will return to nor-
mal, ete.

Out of such fears depressions are born and
who is to say to what extent they will grow
and when they will stop growing?

DEPRESSION FEARS

Thus depression fears become factors and
in themselves confribute to producing the
very monster feared. In other words we can
think ourselves into a depression if we act
according to that line of thought. Can we
also think ourselves out a depression? Be-
lieve it or not, the answer is yes.

But, remember it is not the thinking that
does it. It is the action that follows our line
of thinking. That does not mean blind faith
without valid supporting reasons. It means
the sort of thinking that endeavors to investi-
gate the wunderlying factors involved in
"“booms and busts.” It means thinking and
studying to attempt to locate the factors that
were or were not present when the break
came in, say, 1929, and to locate the factors
that are or are not present today.

BOOMING STOCK MARKET

For instance, in 1929 we had a booming
stock market, we don't today (and inci-
dentally we didn't have it to the sam~ degree
even when times were good in the forties.)

In 19280 we had a weak bank structure,
proven by the the tremendous losses that
later occurred. Today with depositors insur-
ance that has been strengthened.

Workers, when thrown out of employment
in 1929 or the thirties had to fall back im-
mediately and exclusively on their own often
meager resources. Today, unemployment in-
surance will be. a factor.

Farmers during the thirties saw prices fall
to a supply-and-demand level that proved
disastrous. Teday, they do have a measure
of protection as to prices on their products.
Soclal security and old-age pensions, inade-
quate as they may appear, nevertheless are
factors.

Thus our faith in the immediate future
of our economy can be built by weighing fac-
tors pro and con. Can we find more factors
in favor of a depression than against?

At this stage it is still the bellef of this
writer that the odds are in favor of good
times following a comparatively brief set-
tling down process. :

DISPLACED PERSONS OF GERMAN
ETHNIC ORIGIN

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an important letter which I have
received from Mr. Oswald C. J. Hoff-
mann, director of the department of
public relations of the Missouri Synod of
the Lutheran Church. Mr. Hoffmann
writes on the very important subject of
justice for the stricken folks of German
ethnic origin who were driven from their
homelands at the conclusion of the
Second World War. I have previously
commented on this subject, as my col-
leagues will recall, on the floor of the
Senate in discussing both this and other
phases of the humanitarian displaced
persons problem. I have indicated that
the people of America are anxiously
watching our actions hoping that we
will revise the law insofar as both dis-
placed persons and expelled persons
are concerned. I ask unanimous consent
that the text of Mr, Hoffmann's letter be
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printed at this point in the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. i

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE LUTHERAN CHURCH,
MISSOURI SYNOD,
July 7, 1949,
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR WILEY: A strong ‘body of
opinion in the Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod, representing 1,500,000 An.erican Luth-
erans, belleves that the time has come when
it can no longer give wholehearted support to
displaced-persons legislation containing the
discriminatory feature of barring persons
otherwise eligible except for their ethnie ori-
gin, in this case largely German,

We recognize the difficulties inherent in
making these people eligible for aid when
IRO, by a specific clause of annex I, excludes
them from its program. We know, however,
that our own country will not forever be a
party to that injustice, growing out of the
distorted European hates of World War II.

Whatever you and your fellow Senators can
do to make our people feel that members of
their own families, driven out of Russian-
occupied territory in ruthless fashion, will re-
ceive some help in future displaced-persons
legislation, will be appreciated. We are con-
vinced, further, that such help, if extended
on & quota basis, should be charged against
the quotas of countries from which these un-
fortunate people were forced to emigrate.

Very truly yours,
Oswarp C. J. HOFFMANN,

Director, Department of Public Relations.

WITHDRAWAL OF NOMINATION OF FRED
A. CANFIL TO BE UNITED STATES
MARSHAL, WESTERN DISTRICT OF
MISSOURI

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I hold in
my hand a notice of the withdrawal of
the nomination of Fred A. Canfil, of
Missouri, to be United States marshal for
the western district of Missouri.

It is my understanding that the Presi-
dent of the United States sent the nomi-
nation of Mr. Canfil to the Senate for
confirmation on January 13, 1949,

It is my further understanding that
Mr. Canfil is a resident of the home dis-
trict of the President of the United
States. This is not a new nomination.
Mr. Canfll is now serving as United
States marshal for the western district
of Missouri. It is my understanding that
no formal objections have been lodged
against Mr. Canfil, and I rise only for the
purpose of expressing my profound re-
gret that the Judiciary Committee has
not acted on this nomination up to this
hour, and that the President has seen
fit to withdraw the nomination because
of that fact.

Mr. McCARRAN and Mr. DONNELL
addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield first to the Sena-
tor from Nevada.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, in
view of the statement of the able Sena-
tor that no action was taken by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, I desire to cor-
rect the Recorn. The matter has been
before the Committee on the Judiciary
for several months. The Senator from
Missouri [Mr. DONNELL] was very in-
sistent on his objection to the nomina-
tion. For that reason the nomination
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was held over until such time as the com-
mittee could hear the Senator from Mis-
souri and give the subject more thorough
consideration. The Senator from Mis-
souri is on his feet, and can corroborate
what I say.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr, LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, I rose
at substantially the same instant at
which the Senator from Nevada was ob-
served by me to rise.

In connection with Mr. Canfil, a series
of facts was brought to my attention at
the time he was nominated, or approxi-
mately the time he was nominated, dur-
ing the Eightieth Congress. It was
charged that Mr. Canfil had made a cer-
tain remark in connection with an inci-
dent occurring at Springfield, Mo., his
remark being to the general effect that
“The Constitution be damned,” or words
very closely approximating that mean-
ing. I did not know that this announce-
ment was to be made on the floor of the
Senate today, or I would have been
pleased to bring my record with me.

This subject has been called to the
attention of the Attorney General of the
United States by me. The Attorney Gen-
eral made an investigation, and very
kindly furnished to me the results of the
investigation.

In the Eighty-first Congress the nomi-
nation was again sent to the Senate by
the President, and a subcommittee of
the Committee on the Judiciary, of which
subcommittee I had the honor to be a
member, was appointed. The chairman
of that subcommittee was the senior
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND].

It appears that the appointment of
the subcommittee was made about Jan-
uary of this year. I assumed that the
chairman of the subcommittee knew of
the fact that he had been appointed as
chairman of the subcommittee. Before
determining what action to take with
respect to Mr. Canfil—and I may say
that I have never stated that I was op-
posed to him; I merely wanted to in-
vestigate the facts and give them to the
Judiciary Committee, and ultimately to
the Senate—I spoke to the chairman of
the subcommittee. I assumed that the
Senator from Mississippi knew of the
fact that he was chairman of the sub-
committee. From day to day the mat-
ter rested, and, finally, a few weeks ago,
I spoke to the Senator from Mississippi,
and found that he did not know that he
was chairman of the subcommittee. I
was of the view that we should have a
hearing upon Mr. Canfil’s nomination.

In the report of the Attorney General
which was given to me the names of the
various witnesses who had been inter-
viewed by the Attorney General's repre-
sentative were not set forth. I requested
the list of names, and pending the out-
come of the request for the names no
hearing has been set with respect to the
nomination of Mr. Canfil. A date was
tentatively, although not officially,
agreed upon, but there being no knowl-
edge on my part of the names of the
witnesses, it was not practicable to go
ahead.

I may say that I am perfectly willing
to go ahead. If the President desires
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this matter investigated I am perfectly
willing to do it at any time. Upon the
furnishing by the Attorney General to
me of the list of names of witnesses I
shall be pleased indeed to go ahead with
the investigation.

I understand that the President has
withdrawn the nomination, from which
I take it that the Judiciary Committee
no longer has any duty; but I wanted to
explain these facts. It may be that I
shall find it advisable to amplify some-
what my statement on the floor after
reference to my file, which I do not have
with me at this time.

I thank the Senator from Illinois for
permitting the interruption.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the

-~ Senator tell me when he requested the

names of the witnesses?

Mr. DONNELL. I should say that
they were requested 6 or 8 weeks ago.
I cannot give the date with accuracy.

I may say that since then I was told
on one occasion by a representative of the
Attorney General's Office, Mr. Lanman,
that the names would not be furnished.
I was subsequently told by Mr. Peyton
Ford, Assistant to the Attorney Gen-
eral, that he would like to consider fur-
ther the question whether they should
be furnished. The last occasion upon
which I talked with him was in the Sen-
ate restaurant, I think probably about
2 weeks ago. I think he had the list with
him at the time. He had a document
which looked like a list, but he wanted
to consider the matter further, and has
not furnished me the list.

Mr. LUCAS. I can well understand
how the Senator from Missouri would be
vitally concerned about an alleged state-
ment made by the nominee to the effect
the Constitution be damned. However,
the fact remains that this nomination
was sent to the Senate on January 13,
and up to this time nothing has been
done by the subcommittee. I am sur-
prised to learn that my distinguished
friend from Mississippi [Mr, EAsTLAND]
did not know that he was chairman of a
subcommittee to handle such an im-
portant nomination,

Mr,. DONNELL. That is correct, if the
Senator will permit the interruption. He
did not know it, and he told me so.

Mr. LUCAS. I say, I am surprised;
and I think the Senator from Missouri
must admit that he was surprised to learn
that the Senator from Mississippi did not
know that he was chairman of a subcom-
mittee to handle the nomination of a
law enforecing officer.

Mr. DONNELL. - Mr, President, if I
may interrupt the Senator, witk his per-
mission, I should like to make it per-
fectly clear that when the Senator from
Mississippi learned of the fact that he
was chairman of the subcommittee, he
was entirely willing to proceed, and told
me that any date I might fix for the hear-
ing would be agreeable to him. He has
shown a very fine spirit of cooperation.

Mr. LUCAS. I can understand the
fine spirit of cooperation near the end of
the session; but it is a little difficult for
me to understand why such a far-reach-
ing nomination of this kind, especially
of a man coming from the home district
of the President, who happens personally
to know the nominee, should not have
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been considered with promptness and
dispatch. I cannot understand why it
was not considered long before this, be-
cause many other nominations have been
reported out by the Judiciary Committee.

I merely rise to obtain some informa-
tion about Mr, Canfil. It is my under-
standing that if Mr. Canfil’s nominaticn
is not confirmed at this session, he will be
off the pay roll. I wonder if that has
something to do with the delay in the
consideration of his nomination.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at this point?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. My understanding is
directly to the contrary of what has just
been said. I understand that the office
of the United States Marshal is a con-
tinuing office. Mr. Canfil's appointment
expired a year or so ago, or longer ago
than that, I think; but I understand that
he has been on the pay roll ever since and
will continue to stay on it.

I, for one, am perfectly willing that
a full, complete investigation be made of
Mr. Canfil; and at this moment I state
unqualifiedly that if the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States will furnish me
the list of witnesses which is in his pos-
sion, I shall be perfectly willing and
anxious to proceed with the investiga-
tion.

For the benefit of the Senator from
Illinois and the entire Senate, I shall be
glad to give, within the next day or two,
upon the floor of the Senate, if I may
obtain the floor, a very complete state-
ment of the facts, both as to what Mr.
Canfil was charged with, what he him-
self said, what the letter of the Assist-
ant to the Attorney General, Mr. Peyton
Ford, stated, and any other relevant
facts in the record. I am perfectly will-
ing to proceed with the matter at any
time.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the spirit in which the Senator
from Missouri approaches this very im-
portant nomination. I know nothing
whatsoever about the facts of the case.
The only thing I do know is thai no
action has been taken one way or the
other on the nomination. A few mo-
ments ago I learned for the first time
that the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Eastianp] did not know until recently
that he was chairman of a subcommit-
tee to handle this matter.

Mr. DONNELL. It was several weeks
Ago.

Mr. LUCAS. In any event, I think it
is to be regretted that the Senator from
Mississippi did not know he was chair-
man of the subcommitte.

Mr. KEEM. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. KEM. I should like fto say that
I am in entire accord with the position
taken in this matter by the senior Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL]. The
incident to which reference has been
made was widely publicized throughout
our State. Certainly no person should
be confirmed for the important office of
United States marshal if such a charge
against him can be substantiated.

I happen to come from the same dis-
trict in which the nominee lives, and it
is the district of the President of the
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United States. I wish tosay that I think
this matter should be subjected to the
most careful and thorough examination.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I agree
with all that the Senators on the other
side of the aisle have said. That is why
nominations are submitted to the Sen-
ate—for the purpose of having them ex-
amined carefully.

In this case the examination is under
the jurisdiction of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. The only thing I am complain-
ing about is that that has not been done,
although now we are close to the wind-
ing up of the session—perhaps I should
not say close to the end of the session,
but at least we are moving in that
direction.

Mr., DONNELL. Mr. President, can
the Senator from Illinois give us some
assurance about that? [Laughter.]

Mr. LUCAS. Just a moment, please.

Mr. President, I can understand how
the two able and distinguished Senators
from Missouri are able to rise on the
floor of the Senate and more or less
castigate this gentleman, who has been
appointed by the President of the United
States.

Mr. EEM. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I submit
that nothing which has been said casti-
gater this gentleman, who has been
nominated for an important office by the
President of the United States. All that
has been said is that certain charges
which have been publicly made against
him should be investigated. I am cer-
tain trere is no harm in that, and no
discourtesy to the President of the
United States.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the junior
Senator from Missouri is always cour-
teous to the President of the United
States, and everyone knows that. It is
common knowledge in the State of
Missouri.

But I return to what I said originally
about this kind of nomination. I know
that the Judiciary Committee, headed by
th= distinguished Senator from Nevada
[Mr. McCarran], has been exceedingly
busy with many, many matters which
are before it. There has been more
activity on the part of that committee,
so far as matters on the legislative cal-
endar are concerned, than probably on
the part of any other Senate committee.

I simply rose to find out, if I could—
but I have not yet found out—just why
this matter has been put off from day
to day, from week to week, and from
month to month.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I know
nothing about the facts in this matter.
But my colleague, the senior Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLanp] is not
in the city today. The statement of the
senior Senator from Missouri that my
colleague did not know until quite re-
cently that he was chairman of this
subcommittee, I am sure is the fact; and
I do not want any inference or sug-
gestion of dereliction of duty or neglect
or anything of the sort to be drawn from
anything said here in regard to my col-
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league, certainly, until he has had a
chance to know of this matter and to
become acquainted with the facts.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I drew
no inferences about the senior Senator
from Mississippi. I think the junior
Senator from Mississippi has now em-
phasized that fact, as a result of his own
statement. Whether there has been any
dereliction of duty, the record will
speak for itself.

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. I may say, in ex-
planation, that this nomination came
first to the Eightieth Congress, and then
came later to the Eighty-first Congress.
When it came to the Eighty-first Con-
gress, objection was made, and a sug-
gestion was made that the matter be sub-
mitted to a subcommittee. The sub-
committee was immediately appointed.
The calendar of the Judiciary Commit-
tee will show that that subcommittee was
immediately appointed.

That subcommittee has had the matter
under advisement, if we wish to term
it such, ever since. On several occasions
the chairman of the Judiciary Commit-
tee has asked for action by the full
committee on this nomination. In each
instance, something was said about carry-
ing it over.

I wish to state frankly that I thought
it was better to carry the nomination
over, rather than to have the nominee
defeated, which seemed to be what we
were up against.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate what the distinguished chairman of
the Judiciary Committee has said. He
advises us that the subcommittee was ap-
pointed in the early part of the session
to consider this matter; and he now
advises us that he thought it better to
continue the nomination, rather than to
have the nominee defeated—which dem-
onstrates if true that the majority of
the committee had arrived at an adverse
decision made before the evidence was
heard.

To my mind, it seems very regrettable
that the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee would tell the Senate of the United
States that he thought this nominee was
going to be defeated, and that therefore
it was better to carry the nomination
over, yet not one line of evidence has ever
been submitted against this gentleman,
before the subcommittee which was ap-
pointed by the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee,

I submit that, regardless of what the
evidence showed, it was wrong in not
considering this nomination, above all
others, as a result of the fact that it came
from the President’s own district in the
State of Missouri. I have no way of
knowing the facts and certainly the Sen-
ator from Illincis is not passing judg-
ment on the nominee’s qualifications, but
Mr, President, the President of the
United States was entitled to the respect
and the courtesy of the committee in
handling this matter expeditiously, in-
stead of waiting here until toward the
end of the session and compelling the
President of the United States to with-
draw the nominee’s name from the
Senate.
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Mr. DONNELL. Mr., President, will
the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield to the Senator
from Missouri?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL, In the first place, I
know of no reason why the President of
the United States should be impelled to
withdraw this name because of any de-
lay on the part of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. If the nomination should be con-
firmed, it would seem to me, most re-
spectfully, that the proper procedure
would be not to withdraw the name of
the nominee but to insist upon action. In
the second place, I want to make it per-
fectly clear that there has been no dere-
liction of duty whatever on the part of
either the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN] or the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTLanND]. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi, on the floor of the Senate, when
I called his attention to the fact that he
was chairman of the subcommittee, im-
mediately told me that he did not know
that he was. I stepped to the telephone
in the lounge and confirmed the fact
that he was, and I so reported back to
him. He told me, as he has told me
since, that any date I should fix would
be perfectly agreeable to him for the
hearing.

Mr. President, there is one very im-
portant fact that I think should be men-
tioned, and that is that the Attorney
General of the United States, the Honor-
able Tom Clark, himself came to my
office a few weeks ago. I think I have
a record in my office as to when it was.
He came in to see me on two very dis-
tinet matters. One of them had no re-
lation whatever to this, and I shall not
go into that, unless it is desired. The
second, however, was this Canfil mat-
ter. I told him of the fact that I had
requested tha list of names of the wit-
nesses who were supposed to have heard
what had been stated, and whose testi-
mony was all in the letter from Mr. Pey-
ton Ford to me, and I told him that Mr.
Lanman, the representative of the At-
torney General’s office, had told me that
the list would not be forthcoming.
Thereupon Mr. Clark assured me that I
would receive the list. I expected it
within the next few days. I heard noth-
ing from it. I did nothing with respect
to communicating with him. But Mr.
Ford himself came over to the Senate,
and we went to luncheon together. We
talked it over at the luncheon, and he
told me he wanted to think it over fur-
ther. That, I think, was probably 2
weeks or so ago.

Mr. President, I want fo say once and
for all that I am perfectly willing to
give to the Senate every fact with re-
spect to Mr. Canfil within my control,
and not only that, I shall do so in extenso
upon the floor of the Senate within the
next very few days.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am not
going to prolong the argument, but I
am amazed at the last statement made
by the Senator from Missouri in try-
ing to relieve himself from the previous
statement that he made about the Sena-
tor from Mississippi. He says there was
absolutely no dereliction of duty what-
ever on the past of the Senator from
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Mississippi, and yet just previously to
that, he stated that only a few days ago
the Senator from Mississippi did not even
know that he was the chairman of the
subcommittee. Does not the Senator
think the facts show dereliction of duty
some place?

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I would say, so far
as I am concerned, that if the Senator
from Mississippi did not know that he
was upon the committee there was no
dereliction of duty. I may say this—

Mr, LUCAS. Then who was derelict?

Mr. DONNELL. Just a moment.

Mr. LUCAS. Who was derelict, then?

Mr. DONNELL. Just a moment. I
would say there has been no dereliction
of duty, except that I think we are en-
titled to the list of names of those wit-
nesses from the office of the Attorney
General of the United States. I think
the Senator from Mississippi acted in the
utmost of good faith. Perhaps he
should have known he was chairman of
the subcommittee. Perhaps he should
go through the docket to which the
Senator from Nevada refers, but, not
having done so, he acted in good faith,
and, so far as I am concerned he has
acted fairly by me and perfectly co-
operatively. Mr, President, I am going
into this matter. I will give the Senate
the facts. The Senate wili have them
in full in the REcorp on the floor of the
Senate. !

Mr. LUCAS. 1 am sure, when the
Senator goes into it, it will be in full,

Mr. DONNELL. It will.

Mr. LUCAS. There will be no ques-
tion about that. The Senator keeps
talking about what Tom Clark wanted
to do. The Senator knows all about the
complaints about the appointee in Mis-
souri. Both the Senators from Missouri
know all akout the gentleman. They
do not have to wait for Tom Clark to
produce the wilnesses. It is most un-
usual for the distinguished Senator from
Missouri to depend upon the Attorney
General for help. It would seem that
the responsibility for no action upon
the nomination is being shifted to the
Attorney General. Let the Senator him-
self admit the facts, and say that he has
been extremely busy with other legis-
lative matters, including the North At-
lantic Treaty, that he has attended hear-
ings on the treaty before the Committee
on Foreign Relations, day in and day
out—and that he has not had the time
to go into the Canfil matter as he would
like to, because it will probably take
weeks and months for him to do the job
the way it should be done. Let the Sen-
ator admit that, and not lay the blame
on Tom Clark.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield to the Sena-
tor from Missouri?

Mr, LUCAS. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I shall make no ad-
mission whatever to that effect. I have
been busy. I have tried to do my work
as best I could. I resent very much any
imputation to the effect that I am try-
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ing to throw something over on to the
shoulders of somebody else.

Mr. President, what happened was
this: I received word away back at the
time of this incident. It was, as my col-
league said, widely publicized in Missouri,
and I took the initiative. I communi-
cated with Mr. Canfil myself by telegraph
to get his side of it. I got his statement
on it, and I reported with a very long
letter. I am going to have that in the
REcOrD, Mr. President, so that exactly
what I communicated to the Attorney
General may be seen.

The Attorney General’s office, I think,
already, as I recall it, had instituted an
investigation in Springfield, Mo., and
they were kind enough to give me the
letter with what this witness said, what
that witness said, and what the other
witness said; 8 or 10 or 12 witnesses, I
think, there were. They did not, how-
ever, give me the name of a single wit-
ness, whose name they had secured.

Mr. President, probably it would have
been entirely proper—I should say it
would have been—for me to have gone
ahead without securing that list. But
I thought when the Attorney General’s
office had it, it was perfectly proper that
I ask for it. I did ask for it, and I have
told what happened, namely, that it was
denied by one representative, that the
Attorney General himself said I could
have it and would have it; that there-
after the Assistant Attorney General
came to the Senate himself to see me,
and told me he wanted to think it over
further, as to whether I could have it. I
will bring in what I have, in full.

Mr. LUCAS. 1 am sure of that.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY—
RESERVATICN

Mr., WATKINS submitted a reserva-
tion to article 3 of the North Atlantic
Treaty signed at Washington on April 4,
1949, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.),
signed at Washington on April 4, 1949,

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, with the consent of the Chair, if
I may, I shall address my colleagues from
the desk in front of the Vice President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
granted consent for all Senators to do
that last week. It is not necessary for
Senators individually to make the re-
quest.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I apolo-
gize for even partly turning my back on
the distinguished Vice President.

The VICE PRESIDENT, As the Chair
has said to other Senators, the Senator
looks good from any direction.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
the Chair.

Mr. President and colleagues, I pro-
pose to address myself informally to the
matter now pending before the Senate,
and particularly because I am interested
in the comments which have been made
in the debates heretofore on the North
Atlantic Pact and its relation to military
implementation. I make that state-
ment as I open, because I have some very

I thank
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strong convictions on the relationship
between these two ideas. If is not neces-

sary for me, indeed, it would be merely
a superabundance of words, to say any-
thing in defense of the pact itself, be-
yond what has been said by those who
have spoken heretofore. The distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee brought out all the facts
pertaining to the pact. The report of
the committee went into detail, and as I
was a party to the report, I endorsed
everything in it., Even though I was
away from the Senate, I was able through
the kindness of the staff to go over the
report paragraph by paragraph. I have
been enthusiastically in support of rati-
fication.

To add to the other splendid presenta-
tions, my distinguished colleague the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG], made what seemed to me to be
an unanswerable argument in support
of the treaty from the standpoint of its
ratification and from the standpoint of
what it implies to the future, not only of
America but of the world. On a previous
occasion I made some reference to the
relationship of the treaty to the Monroe
Doctrine. I shall not repeat that at this
time,

But what I want to address myself to
is the splendid arguments made by our
colleagues here who have opposed or
questioned the advisability of ratifica-
tion of the treaty. I refer first to the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
[Mr, Franpers], and then to the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr,
DonnEecrr], and to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. Warkins]l. The
Senator from Vermont in his discussion
was troubled by something that has
troubled me enormously, namely, the
implications of the hot war and the cold
war, and his being unable to come to any
conclusion in regard to his own position
on the treaty itself until he obtains an-

swers to certain questions from the ad-~

ministration.

I have been troubled over the same
things which have troubled him, but I
do not arrive at the same result. I find
myself enthusiastically and uncondi-

tionally in support of the treaty. I am -

not troubled by the language of the
treaty or by the question which has been
so strongly stressed by some of my col-
leagues, especially the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr, DonnNELL] and the Senator
from Utah [Mr, Watkinsl, or by the
question raised by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], implying
that a vote for the treaty commits us to
vote for some sort of military implemen-
tation because of the language of Ar-
ticle 3 and, I assume, of Article 9. For
purposes of the Recorp I shall read at
this point the language of article 3:

In order more effectively to achieve the
objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, sep-
arately and jointly, by means of continuous
and effective self-help and mutual aid, will
maintain and develop their individual and
collective capacity to resist armed attack.

As I read that article, Mr, President,
I do not feel that it implies such aid as
may be continuously developed as being
necessarily military aid, even though the
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expression “armed attack” is wused.
Certainly effective self-help ean be un-
derstood by us all; in that field we are
encouraging other countries to take care
of themselves, and we are expecting
them to do so as we go along with mutual
aid. But what kind of mutual aid?
What do we mean by “individual and
collective capacity”?

It is my own judgment that our think-
ing has been too narrow in dealing with
the whole North Atlantic Treaty. I can
say, frankly, that had it simply been
what might be called a military alliance
to resist aggression, I would have been
hesitant about joining with it, important
as I might have felt it might be, because
I am one of those who are definitely
and unalterably opposed to the continu-
ous expansion of competifion in military
armaments. I welcome with enthusiasm
the statement of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan in his remarks that
he looked forward to the immediate con-
sideration of the reduction of armaments
all around, and I look forward with
enthusiasm to movements which may be
made, both in connection with possible
changes in the United Nations Charter,
when the time comes which is appropri-
ate for that, and other steps to make
possible reduction in armaments.

So I feel a hesitancy in agreeing with
the suggestion that mutual aid and the
maintenance and development of indi-
vidual and collective capacity to resist
armed attack necessarily mean military
aid, because I feel that the whole field
of the approach to resistance to total-
itarianism, which we fear, is in areas
other than merely military aid. Mili-
tary aid is probably the least important
of all, although we have tended to
exaggerate it.

Let us consider for a minute other
parts of the treaty, in order to give me
an opportunity to make plain the point
I am seeking to make. I am very much
impressed especially by the preamble of
the treaty, and article 2, neither of which
has anything to do with military aid.
They do strike a note, however, which
means that we are trying to say that
we propose to defend our so-called west-
ern tradition, which is the culmination
of a thousand years, certainly, for the
Anglo-Saxon people, of blood, sweat,
tears, and suffering, in order that the
sacred rights of the individual may be
preserved. Of course if it is necessary
to preserve them by war, we can do so;
but there are other ways to protect those
sacred traditions.

The preamble of the North Atlantic
Treaty, which I shall read for the pur-
poses of the Recorp, is as follows:

The parties to this treaty reaffirm their
faith in the purposes and principles of the
Charter of the United Nations and their de-
sire to live in peace with all peoples and all
governmants.

They are determined to safeguard the free-
dom, common heritage, and civilization of
their peoples, founded on the prineiples of
democracy, individual liberty, and the rule
of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-
being in the North Atlantic area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for
collective defense and for the preservation
of peace and security.
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They therefore agree to this North At-
lantic treaty:

In article 2 the following language ap-
pears:

The parties will contribute toward the
further development of peaceful and friendly
international relations by strengthening
their free Institutlions, by bringing about a
better understanding of the prineiples upon
which these institutions are founded, and
by promoting conditions of stability and well-
being. They will seek to eliminate conflict
in their international economic policies and
will encourage economic collaboration be-
tween any or all of them.

Mr. President, the preamble and ar-
ticle 2 of the treaty mean something to
me far more than do the other articles
which have been stressed here and which
seem to be the basis of a feeling that we
need to emphasize especially military aid.

In the economic field, in dealing with
the world situation, we have charted, as
I see it, a magnificent course in our ECA
operations. The Senators who discussed
the formulation of the treaty all agreed
that there was nothing in the military
implementation implied in the treaty
which could take precedence over the
ECA operations. I emphasize at this
time that, while I am not discussing at
the moment the question of dollars and
cents, if it came to a question of dollars
for making the ECA operations complete-
ly successful, I would look upon it as a
far more important investment for us,
in order to strengthen the other nations
economically so as enable them to be self-
sustaining, as a matter of pure defense
against ageression, than simply to ex-
pend billions of dollars in military aid.
If I could make a choice, my choice would
be the ECA operations. Nothing that
could have been done could have con-
tributed more to the strength of our Eu-
ropean friends for peace, or, for that
matter, for war. I feel that the ECA is
a sine qua non of the continuance of our
foreign policy.

I pass from the economic field to the
field of ideas, to the ideology we are
presenting to the world. Frankly, I feel
frustrated. It seems to me we have
failed miserably in this area, though we
have succeeded in the economic area.
The central battle to come in the world,
as my distinguished colleague from Ver-
mont [Mr. FLanpERs] pointed out, is not
a hot war. I am absolutely convinced
that a hot, shooting war is of no interest,
to the Communists. They are engaged
in a cold war, carefully planned, for the
capture of men’s minds. They are work-
ing to change the thinking of the world.
They are working to break down our
traditions by trying to offer to the world
a different kind of ideology, one which
they feel will appeal to masses who are
disrupted, who are in chaos, and who are
in trouble. If we follow their tactics we
will see that in every instance they have
moved into those areas in which they
could bring about destruction, despair,
and the infiltration of their new mate-
rialistic and atheist doctrine. I cannot
help but think we have “missed the boat,”
to use a slang expression, in not recog-
nizing that the cold war of ideas is the
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real issue before the world today. I can-
not help but be sarcastic when I recog-
nize that we have thought in terms of
15-plus billions of dollars for Military
Establishments and military strength,
and have even cut down requests for
$36,000,000 for our program to sell the
American western tradition to the other
countries of the world—a program to
explain to the nations of the world which
we are trying to aid the reasons for the
ECA operations. We cut the appropria-
tion for that purpose from $36,000,000
to about $32,000,000, as contrasted with
the billions for defense.

Mr. President, what I am ftrying to
bring out is my insistence, as one who
favors unconditionally the North Atlan-
tic Treaty, and urges its ratification, that
I am not in any way, shape, or manner
bound by any commitment for a mili-
tary program of which I may not be able
to approve. I wish to say to the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs], the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. WaTkins], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL], and
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], that
as one member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations I can vote for the
ratification of the treaty without being
committed to any program for its im-
plementation until I know what that pro-
gram is, until I see it in its large per-
spective, in all its large areas in which
I think we should be moving in order
properly to implement the treaty.

When we speak of continuance of self-
help, I point with pride to what we have
done in that field in the ECA operations,
and in other ways in which we have been
trying to help in the recovery of foreign
peoples and put them on a self-help basis
as the most effective means of protecting
them against aggression, either in a
military way or in a subterranean way.

When we say we will maintain and de-
velop their individual and collective
capacity to resist, we do not have to do
that solely by force of arms. We are
doing it every day when we continue try-
ing to work with them to solve their
fiscal, their economic problems, and their
other problems. I pay the greatest pos-
sible tribute to Mr. Paul Hoffman and
his staff in the ECA. I urge support of
what those men are doing to win the war,
not by force of arms, but by force of the
right kind of approach, of help as be-
tween nation and nation.

So, Mr. President, when we come to
the third method of resisting, we appear
to have spared no expense. We are
thinking in terms of the most stupendous
military budget we have ever had in our
history. The suggestion is being made
that in addition to that we must have
another large appropriation in order to
put the nations who are parties to the
treaty on a sound defensive basis.

I am not saying I am opposed to that;
I am merely saying the two things are
not related. I want to take the spotlight
off additional military strength and put
the spotlight on what may be called the
social, economic, spiritual values which
go into making a real defense against ag-
gression. We can win the hot war com-
pletely, we could have World War III and
win it, and still lose the fundamental ad-
vantage, in the cold war going on, of af-
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fecting men’s minds and making the
world think differently.

Mr. President, our foreign policy today
is dangerously out of balance in its dom-
inating emphasis on military strength.
I think this debate is out of balance be-
cause it puts the dominating emphasis
on military strength. We have been so
preoccupied with preparing for a possible
hot war that we are in grave danger of
losing the cold war.

The Atlantic Treaty, with its magnifi-
cent focus on the ideas of protecting our
tradition, a great tradition, the wonder-
ful western tradition, is a master stroke
in the cold war. On this basis I have
supported it from the first, and shall con-
tinue to do so, for the cold war is funda-
mentally a war of ideas, a contest for the
minds and allegiance of men.

All T am trying to do in my remarks
today is to make as strong a differentia-
tion as I can between the insistence that
we must have military implementation
and the more important thing, that we
should build up the other forces which
are the real ground work for any possi-
ble resistance to the creeping paralysis
that is spreading over the world. That
is why it is so disturbing to hear the
treaty discussed as nothing but a great
achievement in cold military- strategy.
That is why it is so disturbing to be told
that the treaty is nothing without a new
flow of weapons to implement it. We
may need weapons; I am not saying I
shall not support a military program,
but I want to get the emphasis off that.
Somewhere in our thinking we have lost
the trail. Surely the will to resist attack
does not spring from mere possession
of weapons. It springs from possession
of ideas, of moral principles, of faith and
loyalties. If we have these and nourish
them, we strengthen ourselves for peace,
as well as for war, if any dictator in his
folly should foree war upon us.

Let me say here that it is my firm con-
viction that if we could have foreseen
what we now know, and if we had had
an Atlantic Pact in 1939, and Hitler had
known that an attack on one of the con-
tracting countries was an attack on all,
even though he knew we were not pre-
pared, he would not have dared to invade
Poland.

The psychological and moral effect of
the fact that the nations are grouped to-
gether and have said, “We are all for
each one of us, and we propose to take
care of those who value the western tra-
dition,” is a most important part of this
pact, and consequently emphasis need
not be put on military implementation.

Ideas are the wellsprings of action,
more powerful than guns or bombs, as
the Communists well know. They have
beaten us, up to date, with their ideolo-
gies, and we have to face them with the
same kind of ammunition. The ideas
we cherish are the very heart of the
North Atlantic Treaty, without which it
is nothing. Overshadow these ideas in
a blind drive for military power, and we
do not strengthen the treaty or the
United Nations—we undermine both.

Let me say, in passing, that I feel the
North Atlantic Treaty is a bulwark of
strength to the United Nations, which
is in a vale of gloom because of the
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unfortunate use of the veto by the Rus-
sians. We are not only not bypassing
the United Nations, we are very defi-
nitely bulwarking the whole prineciple of
the United Nations by making this pact,
which puts us in position at least to
move in the direction of preserving the
peace of the world. As has been said
earlier in the debate, we are erecting
danger signals—"“Stop, look, and lis- -
ten”—"Don’'t enter here”—"Observe the
red light.”

It is important to widen our perspec-
tive in looking at this whole matter.
Let us ratify the North Atlantic Treaty,
with all its implications of mutual aid,
mutual help, mutual thinking, mutual
explaining to the world. Let me say
hére that the suggestion comes to me
that when we consider our “voice” pro-
gram, we might well consider the posi-
tion of the North Atlantic group, because
they may want to be speaking together
as to why they joined in this North
Atlantic Treaty. Now, before it is too
late, let us subordinate this quest for
military power to other powers, far more
potent and more befitting our American
genius: our power in material things,
and, above all, our power in the ideas
that move men to action, the ideas which
inspire, the ideas which underlie the
foundation of and which led to the
establishment of this great country, the
faith which has brought it to the posi-
tion it now occupies, and the enormous
value we place on the sacredness of the
individual man. That has been our re-
ligious tradition, it has been our his-
torical tradition, it oozes out from all the
debates of the constitutional convention
which wrote the great United States
Constitution, and of course it is the
heart and substance of the first 10
amendments to the Constitution, known
as our American Bill of Rights. It is
those things, which have become im-
bedded in the thinking of man, which
we are really seeking to preserve, and
we lose the battle if we simply make our-
selves strong enough to win physically,
but neglect the spiritual values. They
are as important as that.

As I have stated I am not going to say
I will not support some program for mili-
tary implementation if in the judgment
of our leaders it seems wise. I am saying
that I am not bound to support such a
program and I shall not commit myself to
support it until I feel in my heart that it
is made secondary and subordinate to
the main thing we are doing in this
treaty, which is to give a spiritual lead-
ership to the world, and to tell the world:
“No, we are not going to participate in a
race for armaments. We can take care
of ourselves. We are going to move
ahead for the cooperation of mankind
for the preservation of peace.”

Mr. President, I do not know whether
the approach which I have tried to state
briefly in these few remarks will be con-
vincing to those who may hesitate to
support the treaty because they cannot
feel enthusiasm about going along with
military implementation, but I submit
the point of view of one member of the
Foreign Relations Committee who feels
so strongly on the subject that I am pre-
pared to say that, unless the situation
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appears to me to meet my convictions on
the relationships of ideas to world foree, I
would not hesitate for 1 minute to vote
against the military implementation. I
feel no moral obligation or otherwise.

I can say in explanation that when
this matter first came up I felt this way,
and in our hearings I asked the Secre-
tary of State whether there were any
commitments of any kind to any of the
nations which it was hoped would come
into the Atlantic Treaty, whether there
was anything from which they could ex-
pect that we would give them any sort
of military implementation or aid. His
reply was that there was no definite com-
mitment of any kind, nature, or descrip-
tion, and that there was no moral obliga-
tion, and if I should vote entirely against
the military implementation plan I
would not be taking my country down
the river along the line of not meeting
what would be looked upon as a com-
mitment. So I feel that the chairman of
the committee and the Senator from
* Michigan [Mr. VaANDENBERG] certainly are
correct in stating that by voting for the
ratification of the treaty we were not
committed to vote for the military imple-
mentation program when it was pre-
sented later.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to
submit to the Senator and for the RECORD
an exhibit which is on the precise point
the Senator is now discussing. The Sen-
ator is familiar with the fact that I have
consistently insisted that there was com-
plete freedom of action left in Senators
to deal with all questions of military aid
on their own conscientious responsibility.
The Senator also is familiar with the
fact that I have felt that it was most un-
fortunate to take the emphasis in this
situation off the potentials inherent in
article 5 and to transfer it to the speci-
fications in article 3.

In my address to the Senate on the
subject I inadvertently referred to the
military-assistance program which we
are given to understand is immediately to
challenre our attention after the pact
has been approved. I inadvertently re-
ferred to that program as being “pro-
posed under article 3 for the next year.”
I want to make quite plain that it was
not my intention to identify the military-
assistance program, which I understand
is to be presented shortly, with the
specific obligation under article 3, be-
cause any such relationship would have
negatived the other position which I took.

In order to make the situation wholly
clear, I addressed a question to the State
Department on Saturday as follows:

Under article 8 of the North Atlantic
Treaty specific provision is made for the pro-
cedure by which article 3 of the treaty is to
be immediately implemented.

That is the language of the last sen-
tence in article 9. Continuing the ques-
tion:

Why should Congress be asked to imple-
ment article 3 until it has the benefit of
the measures of implementation which shall
be recommended under article 9?

In other words, it has constantly
- seemed to me that article 9 specifically

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

sets forth the purpose of the advisory
council to assume the responsibility for
making recommendations in respect to
article 3.

I have the following answer from the
Department, and with the indulgence of
the Senator from New Jersey, if he will
permit me, I should like to read it:

The military-assistance program which
the administration intends to submit to the
Congress at this session is not a program for
implementation of the North Atlantic
Treaty. The program would be necessary
even if there were no North Atlantic Treaty
just as the treaty would be necessary even
if the military-assistance program had not
yet been formulated. The military-assist-
ance program, both in inception and concep-
tion, has its own wvalidity and necessity,
rooted in basic elements of our foreign policy.
It is true that some of these elements of our
foreign policy are common to those which

- underlie the North Atlantic Treaty. The

principal element involved is that of the na-
tional interest of the United States in in-
suring the eecurity of certain free nations.

However, the military-assistance program
covers countries which are not members of
the North Atlantic Treaty and includes cer-
tain countries for which military-assistance
programs have been in effect for some time.
It is separate from the. treaty, except that
the treaty and the MAP both serve the na-
tional interest and security of the United
Btates and in this way supplement each
other.

When the military-assistance program is
presented to the Congress part af its justi-
fication will involve an explanation to the
Congress concerning the elements of self-
help and mutual aid which underlie the de-
velopment of the military-assistance pro-
gram, particularly of the Brussels powers.
Since the inception of the Vandenberg reso-
lution this Government has made clear that
any military-assistance program would have
to be based on continuous and effective self-
help and mutual aid.

Any future military-assistance programs
involving Atlantic Pact countries will be pre-
pared and submitted to the Congress on the
basis of recommendations which wiil be made
by the organization to be established under
article 9 of the treaty.

In other words, it seems to me that the
Department is plainly saying precisely
the same thing in net result which the
rest of us have been saying and which
the able Senator from New Jersey has
been saying this afternoon. The mili-
tary-assistance program which we are
given to understand will be shortly sub-
mitted to the Congress was devised ahead
of the evolution of the pact, and will have
to stand on its own basis and on its own
merits for whatever support it can justify
in response to the theme that we recog-
nize the existence of a self-help and mu.
tual-aid program between these con-
genial nations which are trying mutually
to protect their independence against
armed aggression. But, so far as specific
obligations under the treaty are con-
cerned in respect to article 3, they arise
only when ultimate recommendations
based on multilateral recommendations
are made under article 9 through the op-
eration of the treaty itself. And at that
point the only obligation upon any Mem-
ber of the Senate is to determine whether
or not the recommendations thus made
impress him as being in line with the na-
tional security of the United States as
a part of the North Atlantic community,
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and therefore the security of the com-
munity itself. i

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
the Senator. I think he has made a
very valuable contributicn.

I would be happier nver the communi-
cations from the Department of State
and the administration if they indicated
some recognition of the fact that they
are rather anticipating the possibility of
a third hot war, and overlooking the pos-
sibilities today in dealing with a present
cold war, and dealing with the area of
ideas which we ought to be propagating
in order to meet the real issue before us,
because we are now being defeated in
that field.

I can illustrate what I mean by refer-
ring to China. I have been very critical
of the lack of a Chinese policy. "What
bothers me is that we seem to feel that
unless we are prepared to give exceed-
ingly great military aid, there is nothing
we can do for China. I say that there
is everything in the world we can do for
China, whether or not we give her fur-
ther military aid. For 50 years we have
been the closest friend of the Chinese
people. Their rreedoms have been due
to us. I refer to the open-door policy,
and other things. The disposition of the
Boxer indemnity fund illustrated our in-
terest in their young people. We have
educated thousands of young Chinese in
their schools and in our schools. Yet
when we cannot give any further military
aid we throw up our hands and say that
there is nothing more to be done for
China. It is that area which we are
neglecting in our foreign policy, the area
of ideas, the area of our western tradi-
tion, for which I am making my plea.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey for having made, during
the past 5 minutes, one of my favorite
speeches, and for making it more effec-
tively than I could have made it.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
the Senator.

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to ask
the Senator from New Jersey whether
there is not something more involved in
the question whether the Senate is bound
to consider military assistance in the
same thought and in the same breath
with the Atlantic Pact. Must we not also
consider whether tte United Nations,
which have signed the Atlantic Pact, are
expecting military assistance as the nor-
mal concomitant of the signing of the
pact? It seems to me that we must con-
sider not only ourselves, but the impres-
sions and expectations of the other sig-
natories to the pact. I am somewhat
disturbed about what seems to be the
deep expectation on their part, as indi-
cated in many ways, that implementa-
tion by arms is the automatic concom-
itant of the signing of the treaty.

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. Am I to
gather from the Senator’s question that
he feels that that is the interpretation
being placed upon the treaty at the pres-
ent time by the other countries?

Mr. FLANDERS. I judge so. Let me
cite a concrete example by reference to
an article in yesterday’s New York Times
from a correspondent in Norway, which
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seems to indicate that the people of that
country are somewhat disturbed over the
slowness of the idea of rearmament and
the hesitation of the Senate on that
element.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Isaw that
article, and I can well understand how
possibly Norway, Denmark, and other
countries in the Scandinavian area
which are pretty close to trouble, if
trouble comes, would be alarmed; but I
think those countries have gained more
by the North Atlantic Treaty, with or
without the addition of arms imple-
mentation, than they ever could have
had if they were left alone. I believe
that the very fact that we are with them,
the psychology of an attack on one being
considered an attack on all, will be the
greatest possible deterrent to an attack
on any of them. They may be con-
cerned about it, but I think probably
their vision is wide enough to enable
them to realize that the United States
intends to carry through in the way it
feels is the right way to carry through
in the implementation of the pact. Iam
not arguing that there is no need for
implementation. I am merely raising
the question as to the kind of imple-
mentation. I think the Senator from
Michigan had that point in mind in pre-
senting the statement from the State
Department.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, there
is one further question which I should
like to raise with the Senator from New
Jersey, and that is the question whether
the pact does or does not strengthen the
United Nations. That is one way of put-
ting it. Another way of putting it is
whether it does or does not recognize the
weakening of the United Nations. That
is the other way of putting the question.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. My reply
to the Senator is a very clear-cut, defi-
nite conviction that not only does it not
weaken the United Nations, but for the
moment it is trying to meet the problem
at the place where the United Nations
actually has already fallen down,
namely, in the misuse of the veto by
Russia. We know that, and we are try-
ing to meet that failure in this particular
area by enabling other nations to get
together. I think it is a great step for-
ward in strengthening the whole spirit
and purpose of the United Nations.

We say distinctly in the pact that when
the time comes when the Security Coun-
cil can take care of this matter, we will
withdraw at once. The second para-
graph of article 5 reads as follows:

Any such armed attack and all measures
taken as a result thereof shall immediately
be reported to the Security Council. Such
measures shall be terminated when the Secu-
rity Council has taken the measures neces-
sary to restore and maintain international
peace and security.

In other words, we are temporarily
trying to help strengthen the responsi-
bility of the United Nations in the field
in which, unfortunately, because of the
veto by Russia, it has been unable suc-
cessfully to function.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, if I
may ask one further brief question, I
believe that my question can be eluci-
dated and illuminated by the two Mem-
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bers of our body who participated in the
San Francisco meeting.

I am wondering, I will say to the Sena-
tor from New Jersey, whether there was
in the minds of those who helped to
draft the Charter of the United Nations
the slightest thought that article 51 was
ever expected to carry such a load as it
is required to carry when the North
Atlantic Treaty and the United Nations
procedure are joined. I should be sur-
prised if the slightest thought of its hav-
ing to carry such a load ever entered the
minds of those who drafted the charter;
but I may be mistaken.

I should like to close my questioning of
the Senator from New Jersey with the
brief statement that nine other Senators
besides myself believe that under the
resolution submitted last week by the 10
of us it would be possible to strengthen
the United Nations under the Atlantic
Pact, and that it would be possible to pro-
vide cooperative military assistance in a
way which would strengthen the United
Nations instead of weakening it. I hope
that the Foreign Relations Committee
will give due consideration to the pro-
posals which we have made.

Mr. CONNALLY rose.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad
to yield to the Senator from Michigan.
I notice that the Senator from Texas
[Mr. CoNNALLY] rose a moment ago.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I simply wish to
answer the question submitted by the
Senator from Vermont, as to whether it
ever entered the heads of the authors of
article 51 at the Golden Gate that it
would be used in any such fashion as is
now contemplated. I invite his atten-
tion to the fact that in connection with
the promulgation of article 51, at that
time the South American and Central
American countries were dissatisfied
even with article 51, except as the then
Secretary of State, Mr, Stettinius, made
a public statement promising to assemble
the Rio conference for the purpose of
doing the precise thing which was ulti-
mately done at Rio, which was to use
article 51 in respect to the preparation
for individual and collective self-defense
under article 51. So I think the Sena-
tor may be reassured that this is not an
incorrect philosophy.

I should also like to suggest to him,
knowing what I am sure is his profound
confidence in his distinguished fellow
citizen from Vermont, Ambassador War-
ren Austin, that he should get some une-
tion that he can lay to his soul from the
Ambassador’s earnest recommendation
that the North Atlantic Pact, far from in
any degree undermining the United Na-
tions, is in his opinion of profound utility
in the promotion of the attainment of its
objectives.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator from Michigan
will speak of it as a prop, I am in entire
agreement with him.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. A while ago ques-
tion arose whether, as applied to article
51, the treaty would interfere with the
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United Nations or would weaken it. Let
me ask the distinguished Senator this
question: If any war anywhere can be
prevented—which is what we are trying
to do by this treaty—is not that of as-
sistance to the United Nations, and does
it not lighten its burdens and cares and
critical moments?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Of course,
I agree entirely with the Senator. I have
taken the position right along that by
this treaty not only do we not bypass the
United Nations, but we supplement what
it has to do; and the spirit of the treaty
simply reeks with the spirit of the United
Nations Charter. The treaty takes ex-
actly the same approach.

Mr. CONNALLY. Certainly it is fun-
damental that we expect the treaty to
prevent war in the North Atlantic area.
We think the treaty will prevent con-
flicts. If they are prevented, the United
Nations is strengthened. So the treaty
ties in with the authority under the
United Nations.

So far as article 51 is concerned, let me
say to the Senator from Vermont that
article 51 was not a creature of the
United Nations, it was not a creature of
the Charter of the United Nations. It is
simply a recognition of the fundamental
fact that every nation has the superior
right to act in its own defense, either in-
dividually or collectively.

So we did not get any authority from
article 51. The authority has always
been there, and it is there now. Article
51 simply says that the United Nations
will not interfere with that fundamental
and inherent right.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. President, I shall yield the floor,
unless there are further questions.

Mr. DONNELL, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a gquestion?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL., The Senator from
Michigan referred to the fact, as he
stated it in substance, that the concep-
tion and in some part development, I
think, of the military assistance pro-
gram occurred before the conception and
development of the pact. I noticed the
same thought was expressed by the State
Department, in Publication No. 22,
which was issued in May of this year,
in which it is said that the military as-
sistance program was conceived and de-
veloped separately and somewhat in ad-
vance of the formulation of the pact.
I wish to ask the Senator from New Jer-
sey one or two questions.

First of all, in the event the North
Atlantic Treaty is not ratified—I take it
the Senator thinks that is very unlikely,
but in the event it is not ratified—does
the Senator in his best judgment think
the arms program providing for $1,020,-
000,000 of expenditures for the nations
signatory to the pact would then be
presented to Congress, for it to proceed
with?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I have no idea what the policy of
the administration will be. If in the
publication to which the Senator from
Missouri has referred it is stated that
the arms program is entirely and totally



1949

independent of the pact, then it is con-
ceivable that it might be presented.

I wish to make it clear that I am not
prepared to support it if it is presented.
I wish to make that clear in my remarks
today.

I am not one of those who think we
should constantly be putting the spot-
light on expenditures for military pre-
paredness, and not give attention to the
other measures for which I have been
arguing,

Mr. DONNELL. I noticed that the
Senator said it is conceivable that the
arms program might be presented in
the event the pact is not ratified. Is the
distinguished Senator willing to hazard
an opinion that it will be presented to
Congress in the event the pact is not
ratified?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
know. If the Senator from Missouri is
able to prognosticate as to what the
administration will do from day to day,
he has more skill than I possess.

Mr. DONNELL. Of course, I do not
undertake to allege the possession of any
such degree of prophecy.

Let me ask this question: If it be true—
although I do not state it as a fact—that
the military assistance program was con-
ceived and developed somewhat in ad-
vance of the formulation of the pact,
would it not be rather logical and to be
expected that it would be presented in
advance of the pact, having been de-
veloped before the pact, rather than to
wait until after we determine what shall
happen to the pact in the Senate?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Do I cor-
rectly understand from the Senator’s
question that he is implying that it
should have been presented first?

Mr. DONNELL., No. My question is
this: If the military assistance program
was conceived and developed before the
pact itself was conceived and developed—
as we have been assured it was, for the
State Department publication uses these
words:

The military assistance program was con-
celved separately and somewhat in advance
of the formation of the pact—

Assuming that to be a fact—and I am
not guestioning the statement—if it was
thought by those who conceived these
two programs that the one was not de-
pendent on the other, would it not have
been more logical and more to be expect-
ed that the program which was first con-
ceived and first developed would have
been the first one to be presented to the
Congress, rather than to wait until after
we determine whether the pact, which
was the setond one to be formulated,
shall be acted upon?

M:. SMITH of New Jersey. I cannot
speculate as to that. I donot know what
went on behind the scenes in develop-
ing both these prograins.

The only hearings I have attended are
the ones relating to the North Atlantic
Treaty and its formulation. We have
not had any hearings as to military im-
plementation, unless I missed them dur-
ing my iliness. But so far as I know,
there have been none.

I understand that it is proposed to pre-
sent some kind of implementation plan,
which I am told will go to the Foreign

I do not.
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Relations Committee or may go to the
Armed Services Committee—I do not
know to what committee it will go—
which may follow the ratification of the
treaty.

Mr. DONNELL, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
before the Senator goes to a further
question, may I be permitted to com-
ment on the point which has been under
discussion?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I shall be
glad to have the Senator do so.

Mr. VANDENBERG. There has been
very sharp difference of opinion in the
discussions regarding the sequence which
should be observed in the presentation

of these two subjects. I think it is only

fair to the President and to the State
Department to say that they have been
insisting that they were anxious to have
the House of Representatives proceed
some time ago with the military-assist-
ance program. What governed the ulti-
mate judgment, I am not prepared to
say. I can only give the Senator my
own very earnest feeling, which I have
expressed on repeated occasions. That
feeling was in the first instance that the
general outline of information regarding
any military-aid program which was to
be submitted this year should be avail-
able to Congress for its consideration,
for its over-all judgment, if, as and when
it was asked to deal with any other
phases of the problem as involved in the
North Atlantic Pact. But my own per-
sonal feeling is that it would have been
most unfortunate for the military-aid
program to be given priority in the con-
gressional consideration, lest it seem to
assume a priority, which in the opinion
of the Senator from Michigan it does
not remotely possess.

As the able Senator from Missouri
knows, the Senator from Michigan has
never committed himself in any way to
any detailed program of military assist-
ance whatever, other than to assert his
belief that the fundamental theory of
article 3 is sound, namely, that partners
in a great enterprise of this character
would do well to gear themselves to-
gether against ultimate jeopardy. It
seemed to the Senator from Michigan
that it would be most unfortunate to
subordinate the great potentials in the
North Atlantic Pact to the suppositions
which may be involved in some military-
aid program which is not the direct out-
come of the pact itself.

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator
for his statement. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Jersey yield for one or
two further questions?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Jersey yield further
to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad

to yield further.

Mr. DONNELL. I realize the Senator
has been ill, and I do not want to tax his
strength. If he prefers that I not ask
further questions, I shall not do so.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

Mr. DONNELL. I shall, I trust, not
extend the questioning unduly. Does
the Senator from New Jersey understand
that the Secretary of State or the De-
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partment of State takes the position that
there is no obligation under article 3 of
the North Atlantic Treaty to provide mil-
itary assistance or to make contribution
of military equipment?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No. Iam
not expressing the position of the Secre-
tary of State. I am eXpressing my own
position with regard to it and my own
understanding and opinion. I assume
that the Senator from Missouri is reading
or has been reading from the document,
with which I am familiar, issued by the
State Department, which very clearly
relates the two together. I merely do not
agree with the document, and in voting
for ratification of the treaty, I do not
feel myself bound by the opinion of
someone in the State Department ex-
pressing an argument in favor of sup-
porting the military program.

Mr. DONNELL. I may say I am
greatly interested in the Senator’s com-
ment on the publication of the State De-
partment, and in his conclusion that the
Department by this publication links the
two programs together.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I think
that publication does, yes.

Mr. DONNELL. I am very much in-
terested to note that, because it is di-

rectly the conclusion at which I had

arrived, and yet throughout the docu-
ment there is a most careful attempt in
language to differentiate and rseparate
the two, and a reiteration of the fact that
they are separate. However, I think the
conclusion is irresistible, as the Senator
from New Jersey has concluded from this
document, that the Department in fact
does link the two together.

The question I wanted to ask was this:
On page 4 of this document issued by
the Department of State, in May of this
year, it is said:

Article 3 does not obligate the United
States to provide any definite amount of mili-
tary assistance or to make any specific con-
tribution.

Does the Senator interpret that to-
imply in the slightest that article 3 fails
to obligate the United States to provide
military assistance or to make a contri-
bution of that type? Or does it simply
mean, as it says, that the article does
not obligate the United States to provide
any definite amount of military assist-
ance? I myself personally underscore
the word “definite”; the word is not un-
derscored in the booklet. Does not the
statement in the Department of State's
publication mean simply, as I say, that
article 3 does not state a definite amount
or a specific contribution, but merely
implies that there is an obligation? Does
it not follow from the next sentence, and
is it not perfectly clear, that the Depart~
ment does consider that there is an obli=
gation, because, after stating, as I have
just read, that article 3 “does not obli-
gate the United States to provide any
definite amount of military assistance or
to make any specific contribution,” the
document continues:

It does, however, obligate the United States,
as It obligates every other member of the
North Atlantic Pact, to adhere to the prin-
ciple of mutual ald and to exercise its own
honest judgment in contributing what it
most effectively can to implement the mu-
tual-aid program,
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Does
that necessarily mean military aid? I
think, as the Senator has said, this docu-
ment of the State Department implies
military aid. I have taken the other
position, that it does not necessarily
imply it. We could give military assist-
ance, as we saw fit. I do not suppose the
Senator from Missouri feels bound by
this brief. It is practically a brief from
the State Department, supporting some
principle of a military-aid program. The
ﬁenator does not feel bound by that, does

e?

- Mr. DONNELL. Imay say in response
to the question, of course, I do not feel
bound by the statement of the State De-
partment; but I think it binds the State
Department as to its opinion as to what
the treaty means. I call to the attention
of the Senator the fact that immedi-
ately following what I have read, after
saying that article 3 does not obligate
the United States to provide any defi-
nite amount of military assistance—and
again I myself emphasize the word “defi-
nite”—or to make any specific—and I
emphasize the word “specific”"—con-
tribution, it does say what I have read to
the effect that it obligates the United
States to adhere to the principle of mu-
tual aid, to exercise its own honest judg-
ment by contributing what it most effec-
tively can to implement the mutual-aid
program. It then follows with this ex-
pression of the opinion of the Depart-
ment:

It is the opinion of the executive branch
of this Government that the United States
can best contribute to the collective capacity
for defense of the North Atlantic area by
providing military assistance, and it is the
recommendation of the executive branch
that it should do so.

The Senator recalls those observations,
does he not?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Oh, yes;
those are their recommendations.

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator,

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. But I do
not think “mutual aid” and “collective
capacity” necessarily, from my point of
view, imply military assistance, although
I assume there will certainly be an in-
vestigation and study of the whole world
area at the strategic points where we
feel, for our own protection, that some-
thing should be done, that that would be
the logical thing to do. But merely be-
cause these statements are made by the
State Department I do not believe that
we are bound, as members of this impor-
tant legislative body, to accept their con-
struction. This debate will help to
determine the matter of construction.

I hope I have made a little contribu-
tion to the debate this afternoon by
pointing out at least as one member of
the Foreign Relations Committee that I
feel there are involved other things than
the military-aid program, and that em-
phasis should not be laid on that item
alone.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. In that connection,
should it not be borne in mind that this
country is engaged in a number of differ-
ent programs, all having the same objec-
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tive of helping the other nations become
strong and healthy again, so that they
can stand on their own feet in time of
peace, and, in the tragic event of war, so
that they can stand on their own feet
then, and thereby indirectly help us? The
Marshall plan, for instance, is one effort
of that kind, and there is of course, a
relationship between the Marshall plan
and the North Atlantic Pact, in the sense
that they both aim in different ways to
build up the western community. Yet we
never hear it suggested that, because a
Senator voted for the Marshall plan, he
is obligated to vote for the North Atlantic
Pact. The two things are different ways
of getting at the same objective.

In the case of military assistance, we
have been engaged in military assistance
beginning with the very end of the war.
We have been doing it all over the world,
in different ways, at different times and
places, and that is a separate program.
Certain arguments can be made in favor
of it. Similar arguments can be made in
favor of the North Atlantic Pact. Of
course, they are related in general.

Is not that a preity fair statement of
the situation which we confront?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. If the
Senator from Texas will let me suggest
in connection with the statement of the
Senator from Massachusetts, I have been
trying to point out in my remarks what
the Senator has been saying, that there
are other ways in which mutual aid can
be given. It is all a part of a large pro-
gram.

Mr. LODGE. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. All I have
been protesting against is putting the
spotlight on the military aspects of it,
when the whole area of our cold war as
well as a possible threatened hot war is
before us to be dealt with. I have been
criticizing the administration for not
having given more attention to the cold-
war aspects in all those areas where the
western tradition could be preserved,
could be presented, could be dramatized
as a part of the defense against com-
munistic infiltration.

Mr, CONNALLY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New Jersey yield to
the Senator from Texas?

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I think what the
Senator from Massachusetts said was
quite perfinent. I should like to invite
his attention to the fact that arms im-
plementation does not have to depend on
the treaty, and that, without such a
treaty, we granted assistance to Turkey
and Greece. We have also given arms
and equipment to certain South Amer-
ican countries.

Mr. LODGE. And to France, so far
as that is concerned.

Mr, CONNALLY. And to France, So
the two are not tied in necessarily at all.
Even if the treaty were not ratified—
though I do not, of course, anticipate
that—we could continue the military as-
sistance program, if we were so disposed.
Yet there is a great hullabaloo created
regarding the idea that they are inter-
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dependent, and if we have one we have
got to have the other. I think it is quite
pertinent for me to make these observa-
tions on that point.

I agree with the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Jersey that military aid is
not the only thing in this treaty. There
are also good will and mutual assistance,
which may be manifested in a number of
ways other than by arms; and good will
and mutual assistance should continue.
This treaty is not based on the force of
arms. It is based on the theory that it
would have such a deterrent effect on an
ageressor that he might never make an
attack, that there might never be a war,
by reason of the strong knowledge on his
part, if he knows anything at all, that a
violation of the Treaty by armed attack
would raise the resistance of every one
of the 12 nations which are parties to
the treaty.

I thank the Senator very much.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I agree
with the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. My question is this:
If I vote for the North Atlantic Treaty
am I obligated, either morally or other-
wise, for the arming of the nations which
are parties to the treaty?

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. If I may
say so to the distinguished Senator from
Indiana, for an hour and 20 minutes I
have been trying to state my position
that a vote for the ratification of the
treaty commits me in no way, shape, or
manner to vote for military implementa-
tion.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President——

Mr., CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the generous Senator from Iova yield to
me for a moment on another matter?

Mr. GILLETTE. It will be a pleasure
to yield to the Senator from Texas.

DEATH OF GOV. BEAUFORD H. JESTER, OF
TEXAS

Mr., CONNALLY. Mr, President, in a
spirit of sadness I announce to the Sen-
ate and to the country the death of the
distinguished Governor of Texas, Beau-
ford H. Jester. He was in a pullman
compartment in the city of Houston and,
this morning, was found to have passed
away during the night.

Governor Jester had a distinguished
career in World War I as an officer in the
American Expeditionary Force. He was
a man of fine ahility, a man of pleasing
personality, and had reached a distin-
guished place in the public affairs of the
State of Texas. He had been a member
of the railroad commission of that State,
and was Governor at the time of his
death.

I felt that I should announce his death
to the Senate and to the country that
Texas is grieved and sorrowed at his
passing.

Mr. DONNELL., Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa permit me to
make a very brief statement?

Mr, GILLETTE. I yield for that pur-
pose,

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I was
shocked indeed to learn from the lips of
the Senator from Texas of the death of
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Governor Jester. It was not my privi-
lege to have known him lrng or inti-
mately. I met him through two con-
tacts, one through a fraternity of which
he and I were members, as was also my
esteemed friend who stands now upon
the floor, the junior Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KerFauver]l, All three of us
were members of the Kappa Sigma fra-
ternity.

Furthermore, it was my privilege and
pleasure to meet Governor Jester for the
first time, so far as I know, during the
course of extensive hearings held last
year by a subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, on the subject of
the so-called tidelands question. I
found Governor Jester, although he and
I differed upon many subjects under
consideration, to have an alertness of
mind, a pleasantness of approach, and a
personality of such delight and charm
that I was very greatly attracted to him.
I am shocked and grieved by this un-
happy news.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE.
tor from Tennessee.

Mr., KEFAUVER. 1 wish to join the
senior Senator from Texas and the sen-
ior Senator from Missouri in paying trib-
ute to the life, character, and work of
this great public servant, Gov. Beauford
H Jester, of Texas. I knew him over
a period of approximately 12 years. I
was well acquainted with the great con-
tribution he made as Railroad Commis-
sioner and as Governor of the State of
Texas, and his contribution to better
government throughout the United
States. I particularly knew him as
worthy grand president of the Kappa
Sigma Fraternity, of which the senior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL]
and I are members. Through this or-
ganization he made a substantial con-
tribution to student life in many aniver-
sities throughout the Nation.

1 sincerely regret his passing. I know
that the young men who had the privi-
lege of meeting him in various colleges of
the United States, in college and frater-
nity work, also mourn his passing.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment
the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 114) to
provide an increase in the authoriza-
tion for the Federal National Mortgage
Association.

The message also announced that the
House had severally agreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to each of the fol-
lowing bills of the House:

H.R.578. An act for the relief of Carlton
C. Grant and others;

H.R.599. An act for the relief of Victor
R. Browning and Co., Inc.; and

H.R.2737. An act to establish the deco-
ration Medal for Humane Action for award
to persons serving in or with the armed forces
of the United States participating in the cur-
rent military effort to supply necessities of
life to the people of Berlin, Germany.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 53) relating to

I yield to the Sena-
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the enrollment of Senate bill 70, to make
effective in the District Court for the Ter-
ritory of Alaska rules promulgated by
the Supreme Court of the United States
governing pleading, practice, and proce-
dure in the district courts of the United
States.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

H.R.623. An act for the relief of Sadako
Takagi; and

H.R.3127. An act to authorize the admis-
sion into the United States of Jacob Gross, a
minor.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.),
signed at Washington on April 4, 1949.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, it is
my purpose to vote for the ratification
of the pending treaty. I do not usually
speak from manuscript, but because of
the importance of the subject, I shall
avail myself of that opportunity at this
time.

As I have stated, it is my purpose to
vote for the ratification of this pending
treaty. I did not reach this conclusion
easily. I did not come to this conclu-
sion without serious thought and soul-
searching consideration of the conse-
quences of ratification to our Nation as
compared to the consequences of failure
to ratify.

The fact that I shall cast my vote for
approval does not mean, however, that
my doubts have been eliminated, that
my misgivings have been dispelled, that
my qualms have been soothed. The vote
I shall cast is one that I shall cast with
the greatest of reluctance and with the
strong conviction that my country has
been led step by step into an untenable
position before the rest of the world,
where her good faith and honor might
be called into question and her moral
prestige suffer severe damage, should
she now refuse to approve the pact that
has been negotiated with the countries
in the North Atlantic group. It seems to
me to be essential, then, in fairness to
those whom I here represent, as well as
to myself, that I give expression to some
of my thoughts in connection with this
pending subject matter. I shall speak
somewhat generally, but, I hope, not
superficially. It may be said that I speak
idealistically, but I am convinced that
I speak truthfully.

It is a long, hard, rough, winding,
twisting, and painful road that the na-
tions have traveled toward the goal of
a world free from war and with substan-
tial and dependable moral, spiritual, po-
litical, and economic securities. But
while heartbreakingly slow over the cen-
turies, the progress in the last quarter
of a century has been steady, sure, and
greatly accelerated in its tempo. How,
then, can anyone who has been in any
way close to this progress, in thought or
in participation, view with equanimity a
step which gives so much evidence of
being retrogression, and, in a measure
at least, an abandonment of .ground
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gained at so much cost and so much
sacrifice?

We are so prone to forget today, when
we accept so freely the world's coopera-
tive efforts for peace, how very recently
the nations, including our own, admitted
to be feasible the concept of a world fed-
eration of nations, living with one an-
other in peace and cemented in their
unity of goal and action by a cement
stronger than selfish nationalism, firmer
than predatory aggrandizement, and far
more lasting than military necessity.
This new cement has been found in ac-
ceptance of and adherence to certain
basic prineiples so clear, so concise, and
so clean fthat they have received all
but universal acceptance as foundation
stones on which can be erected the struc-
tures for the implementation of the de-
sire of all peoples for peace and security.
It is challenging, then, to think that all
substantial progress in achieving inter-
national cooperative action for peace and
security has been taken in less than a
quarter of a century.

Let me review a bit of this recent his-
tory. Our involvement in the destruc-
tion of World War I brought general
recognition in our Nation of the facts
that the development of weapons of
offense and defense and the methods
of transportation and communication
meant that our world could not survive
the recurrence of increasingly destruc-
tive wars almost every generation. Ev-
eryone everywhere was repeating two
words—"“Never again, never again.” But
while we were all in accord as to this
goal, we immediately divided ourselves
into two schools of thought as to the
means of reaching the goal. One school
we called internationalists, who advo-
cated then and who advocate now that
war cannot be banished by adherence to
and insistence on the ancient principles,
such as freedom of the seas, right of
blockade, and other nationalistic con-
cepts. This group insisted that we must
surrender a portion of our nationalist
right of action and unite with other en-
lightened nations of the world for con-
certive action for world peace. A sec-
ond school of thought was called the
isolationist school, who held that such
a program as the internationalists ad-
vocated made us automatically a party
to the traditional wars and embroil-
ments of the other continents. This
group advocated not only taking advan-
tage of our physical and geographical
isolation but at the same time placing on
the statute books, certain laws that
sought to eliminate various factors
which had seemed in the past to involve
us in war. Included in these factors
were sales of munitions to belligerents,
blockade running, arming merchant
ships, collection of international debt,
cash and carry provisions for sale of war
supplies, and many, many others. This
issue between these two schools of
thought was the dominant one in the
1920 election and the so-called isola-
tionist school won an overwhelming
victory.

The United States refused to ratify
the League of Nations Covenant. When
the Japanese and German regimes be-
gan to prepare for war, we increased our
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efforts to isolate ourselves from foreign
conflict and, beginning in 1935, 15 years
after the American people had spoken
at the polls, we attempted to write na-
tional neutrality legislation. Many men
now in the Senate will recall vividly
those legislative attempts. Our neu-
trality laws proved anything but neutral
in effect. It would be interesting if time
permitted to review those momentous
legislative battles but they were almost
wholly ineifective, and our country, not-
withstanding these efforts, became in-
volved in that horrible holocaust of
destruction that we call World War IIL

But great and able leaders in the vari-
ous countries who were allied with us
in the war effort turned their thoughts
toward securing and maintaining the
certain victory by advanced thinking
and advanced action even before the
military success. Proudly can we look
back on the record made in these at-
tempts. Happily can we review each of
the momentous steps taken.

Step No. 1 was the Atlantic Charter.
Our former great President, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, and the former Prime Minis-
ter of Great Britain, the Honorable
Winston Churchill, met on a ship in the
North Atlantiec and spelled out in terse
and unmistakable language the prin-
ciples for which we and our allies were
waging war:

A. We seek no aggrandizement, terri-
torial or otherwise.

B. We favor restoration of territory to
nations deprived of these territories by
force or aggression.

C. We concede to every people, great or
small, the right to determine the sort
of government under which they choose
to live.

D. Freedom of speech and expression
everywhere in the world.

E. Freedom of religion everywhere in
the world. Freedom from fear every-
where in the world. Freedom from want
everywhere in the world.

The first great step was the crystalli-
zation and the enunciation of those
principles for which our allied world
was contending.

Then followed the second great step,
the Connally resolution. Notwithstand-
ing the fact that there seemed to be a
heavy trend of American opinion toward
internationalism, there was great skep-
ticism in evidence abroad as to America’s
willingness to enter a world compact or
coalition for peace. There were many in
other countries who said: “As soon as
the war is over the people of the United
States will once again say ‘let us get our
boys and girls home and mind our own
business. Let us stay out of world em-
broilments.”

If became imperative then that the
world be reassured and convinced that
the United States would not repeat the
repudiation dealt the League of Nations
but would be ready to enter and support
an international organization designed
to save the world from war.

In the cooperative efforts between the
legislative and executive branches of our
Government, to which the eminent Sen-
ator from Utah alluded in this very place
last Wednesday, the able chairman of
the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
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tions, the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConnaLLy], appointed a committee to
formulate action for such world reassur-
ance. He named to this committee four
Republicans and four Democrats. Not
only did he insure bipartisan action but
he made assurance doubly sure by se-
lecting members to this committee who
held somewhat diverse views on inter-
national problems. But he wanted a
committee who could and would drait
and support on the floor of the Senate
with a minimum of controversy and de-
bate a resolution that would commit our
Nation, so far as the Senate could com-
mit it, to cooperation with the rest of
the world in building an organization for
peace and security.

This committee, so constituted, met
day after day, carefully weighed every
phrase, every word; and, as a result of
their studies, there was presented to the
Senate the Connally resolution, which
was adopted by a vote of 85 to 5. The
second great step was taken, and the
world knew that the United States would
not shirk her share and her responsi-
bility.

The third step was the Moscow Decla-
ration. Now that the United States
participation was assured, there was
need for further assurance, first, that
the Allies, including the Soviet Union,
would continue their mutual military
enterprise to a joint victory and negoti-
ate a joint peace. Our great Secretary
of State, the Honorable Cordell Hull,
journeyed to Moscow, met with the rep-
resentatives of other of our allies, and
came back with the Moscow Declara-
tion, which gave the dual assurance of
full Soviet cooperation for victory in the
military effort, and the equally strong
assurance of her readiness to enter into
a world organization designed to secure
the peace of the postwar world. But
with the Moscow Declaration came the
insistence that prior to the writing of
the peace treaties the nations should
take steps toward drafting a tentative
document for cooperative peace effort in
order that the document could be ready
for study, revision, and hoped-for ac-
ceptance before the end of the war,
This resulted in the fourth great step—
the drafting of a tentative United Na-
tions Charter.

Once again with that soundness of
judgment so well proven in the case of
the Connally resolution, Secretary Hull
sought the advice and consent of the
Senate in the work of the preliminary
drafting of the Charter. Once more
Chairman CONNALLY appointed a com-
mittee of the Senate to meet with the
Secretary. He named the same bipar-
tisan group which had worked on the
Connally resolution draft.

This eight-man group met many,
many days during many, many weeks
with Secretary Hull, assisting him in the
original draft of the United Nations
Charter which was presented at the
Dumbarton Ozks Conference, and later
became the basis for the fifth great step,
the ratification of the United Nations
Charter.

Twenty-nine States, including the per-
manent members of the Security Council,
having 1:atiﬁed the Charter, Secretary of
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State Byrnes on October 24, 1945, signed
the protocol which formally established
the new world organization. The United
States Senate approved it by an almost
unanimous vote. The fifty-first ratifica-
tion was deposited on December 27, 1944,
only 6 months after the first signing of
the Charter,

Please listen to what was secured by
this fifth great step:

We the people of the United Nations agree
to unite our strength to maintain interna-
tional peace and security and insure that
armed force shall not be used save in the
common interest, to maintain international
peace and security and to that end to take
effective collective measures for the preven-
tion and removal of threats to peace and for
the suppression of acts of aggression.

With this glorious record of five great
steps toward the goal of world peace, is
it surprising that there should be some-
thing of skepticism among cur people as
to whether the present treaty constitutes
progress or retrogression? Is it a Sixth
great step in the direction of world
peace? Isit a turning back? Isit a loss
of ground? Is it a faltering, stumbling
advance? Or is it an evasion, if not ne-
gation, of the fundamental principles to
which all have subscribed? Is it a step
within the framework of the United Na-
tions Charter or is it independent action
which might be subversive of the success
of world cooperation? Above all, is it in
accord with Amercanism as we have seen
the principles of Americanism translated
into world action? To the vast majority
of our people Americanism means these
principles which have become the
groundwork of the United Nations Char-
ter. To these of our fellow citizens,
Americanism has a real and affirmative
meaning to us and to the world. It is
not an obstruction, it is a vital, vibrant,
living thing. Every American citizen is
fully aware of its meaning and every
surge of sacrifice on the part of our peo-
ple stems from that awareness.

It is to every one of our citizens of the
most cogent importance, then, that there
be no chasm between our basic principles
and their implementation in our foreign
policy. Asmuch as our people dread and
abhor war, they dread even more any ac-
tion or activity which negates in any way
these great elements of Americanism.

It is patent to everyone that the United
Nations Charter has defects which have
prevented its effective use. There is no
doubt that the so-called veto power,
through misuse and abuse, has obstruc-
ted the unified action for full use of the
United Nations machinery. I may in-
terpolate here that the eminent senior
Senator from Michigan, sitting with the
committee and with the Secretary of
State, will recall vividly the long hours
the question of veto was discussed, know-
ing and recognizing that its abuse might
well destroy the effectiveness of the
Charter under which unity was being
sought, but because the alternative was
the lack of any action, men like the dis-
tinguished Senator and the other mem-
bers of the committee accepted it.

But the people of the United States are
not willing to abandon the efforts that
have been made for peace through world
coalition., They are not ready to admit it
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is impossible for civilized men to work out
adequate and effective cooperative ma-
chinery for the prevention of the recur-
rence of war.

I am fully aware that the supporters
of this treaty—and I have just said that
I will be one of them, with the greatest of
reluctance—assert that they are not
abandoning the Charter and its purposes
but that they are taking the action repre-
sented in this treaty proposal within the
framework of the Charter and as a tem-
porary expedient to meet a very real con-
dition of threat until such time as the
Charter organization might take effec-
tive action.

May I ask these gentlemen why, if the
Charter has been ineffective because of
some of its provisions—and it has been—
particularly the veto provision, why they
have not initiated steps to amend the
Charter so that it might be made effec-
tive? I can, of course, anticipate the im-
mediate reply that the Charter cannot be
amended because the veto provision pre-
cludes an amendment without the con-
currence of the permanent members of

the Security Council and that the same -

members who have used the veto so effi-
ciently in their own interest to prevent
United Nations action would just as
readily use it to prevent amendment.
But I respectfully inquire of those who
make this argument if they have lived up
to their responsibilities and proposed
corrective amendments to the Charter?
Certainly no one could veto an amend-
ment that had not been presented. This
argument of anticipated veto action
would have much more force and would
be entirely unanswerable if we had ini-
tiated the necessary action by way of
amendment instead of neglecting such
responsibility because of anticipated
negative action by some other member of
the Security Council.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
does the Senator wish to proceed without
interruption?

Mr, GILLETTE. I shall be glad to be
interrupted.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It seems to me
that the Senator was asking a question
which rather rolled in my direction.

Mr. GILLETTE. I assure the Senator
that was unintentional.

Mr, VANDENBERG. I do not want to
sit here in silence under it. I suggest to
the able Senator from Iowa that the rec-
ord discloses that we have done precisely
what the Senator recommends. The
Government of the United States has
submitted to the General Assembly of
the United Nations a long series of pro-
posed suggestions urging that they be
made the basis of a voluntary agreement
for the release of all the pacific chap-
ters of the Charter from the strictures of
the veto. I remind the Senator that the
same Senate Resolution 239 which antici-
pated the North Atlantic Pact in three of
its six advices tc the President, demanded
precisely the same thing. So that I re-
spectfully suggest there has not been
quite such a total default in this area of
action as the Senator’s rhetorical ques-
tion might suggest.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. I am very pleased
indeed to have the correction that there
has at least been that much of an effort
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made. I also want to take occasion to
compliment the distinguished Senator
who has just spoken, who I believe was
in large measure responsible for Senate
Resolution 239, to which he has just re-
ferred. I hesitated, I will say to the dis-
tinguished and able Senator, a long time,
when thinking over what I should say
here today, as to whether I should list
Senate Resolution 239 as the sixth step
that had been taken in the direction of
world peace.

Mr. President, I am fully cognizant of
the conditions throughout the world and
particularly in the European and Asi-
atic fields under which there are all the
elements of a clash resulting from antag-
onistic philosophies of government. One
would be naive indeed who would deny
that it constitutes a real threat to world
peace. But I am one of those who can
view conditions such as this with great
alarm but view with still greater alarm
the abandonment of principle or the
compromising of commitments and re-
sponsibilities. I should never hesitate to
compromise in nonessentials. I shall al-
ways hesitate to compromise principles.
Expediency often dictates what moral-
ity forbids, but concessions made to ex-

“pediency through abandonment of basic

truths and fundamental principles exact
too great a price.

We have made stupendous progress in
the direction of united world effort. This
goal we have sought, this organization
we have developed to this point is based
on unity of purpose, unity of goal, and
unity of effort and action. There can be
no doubt in anyone’s mind that our pres-
ent international situation, so far from
being a successful unification into one-
world action, has become a two-world
hostile camp. i

Nothing can be gained by name calling
or by charges and countercharges of re-
sponsibility for this situation. Much can
be gained by seeking the elimination of
the causes which have brought about the
breach. It would be a total loss to throw
up our hands in despair and assert that
all these sacrifices, all these efforts, all
these hopes and prayers have been use-
less and cannot be made to serve the pur-
pose of mankind.

As I have said twice, I expect to cast
my vote for the ratification of the North
Atlantic Treaty. I have also said, and
Irepeat, that I shall do so with the great-
est reluctance, with deep misgivings, with
grave doubts and qualms, I have ex-
plained in general terms why I am bur-
dened with these misgivings and doubts.
There are, likewise, a number of specifie
and detailed objections that I have to
this pact. .

We are now virtually obliged to ratify
the North Atlantic Treaty, if we are not
to make our Nation the butt of ridicule
and scorn around the world. Several
times before in recent years we have been
led into a somewhat similar position.

A frequent practice of those charged
with executing our foreign policy is to
so commit the United States in major in-
ternational arrangements that it be-
comes almost impossible for the Congress
to change or modify those arrangements
when they are brought up for considera-
tion. Congress is given the dubious pre-
rogative of nodding its head to already
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accomplished deeds, of exercising purely
rhetorical functions long after the sub-
stance of the discussion has reached a
stage beyond recall.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, does
the Senator wish not to be interrupted?

Mr. GILLETTE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator has just
made the statement that unless the Sen-
ate ratifies the pact we shall become an
objecet of scorn by nations throughout
the world. T realize the sincerity with
which the Senator has made that ob-
servation. Granting that that may be
true, yet is it not the duty of Senators
to vote their own convictions? This is
one of the very important points in the
procedure which has worried me. The
other nations having signed, it is said
that it becomes almost mandatory that
the United States ratify this treaty to es-
cape the very thing which the distin-
guished 3enator has just mentioned.
Yet, regardless of that factor, under the
theory by which the administration ne-
gotiates treaties and the Senate ratifies
them under our constitutional process,
is it not our duty, as Members of the
Senate, to vote our own convictions re-
gardless of what the impact may be?
Does the Senator see what I mean?

Mr. GILLETTE. Very clearly.

Mr. WHERRY. I would be the last
man on earth to “welsh” on an agree-
ment. I realize the lengths to which this
country has gone, I witnessed the sigh-
ing of the treaty. To me it was a serious
and impressive moment. There is no
other way that such treaties can be made.
If the United States had been called upon
to sign first, we would not be in the pre-
dicament in which we now are. But that
was the procedure which was used, and
which has been used in the past.

One of the arguments to which I am
giving serious consideration is the argu-
ment that we should go forward unless
we wish to suffer the results suggested
by the distinguished Senator. Yet, as
Senators, responsive to our obligations
and our oaths, is it not our duty to vote
our convictions regardless of the im-
pact?

Mr, GILLETTE. I am glad, indeed,
that the able Senator from Nebraska
asked the question he has just asked,
because he has presented far more clearly
than I am able to present the doubis
which were in my mind, doubts which
every Member of this body must resolve
for himself. As I have repeatedly
stated, my decision was reached with ex-
treme reluctance. I felt that it was a
choice between two evils, and I chose the
lesser. I have stated that I shall vote
for the ratification of the treaty; but I
have never taken a dose of medicine in
my life which was more bitter for me.
For the past 30 years I have been doing
what little I could to forward the cause
of world peace. It is a bitter dose to me
to support a step which to me seems like
retrogression. However, in the condi-
tion in which we find ourselves we have
the dubious and difficult choice which
the Senator has so clearly and concisely
presented.

This, I feel, is the dilemma facing us
with regard to this new treaty. One day
soon, it seems to me, we shall be forced to
redefine the precise interpretation of the
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constitutional treaty-making powers of
the Senate and of the executive branch
which we believe should apply in the
twentieth century—though I am in ac-
cord with the eminent Senator from
Texas that this is not the time to raise
that thorny problem.

Now that the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. ConNaLLY] has re-
turned to the Chamber, let me repeat
what I said imperfectly a few moments
ago. The people of the world and the
people of the United States are under
lasting obligation to the Senator from
Texas. They owe a debt of gratitude to
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee who, in col-
laboration with others, enabled us to take
the five great steps which have been
taken.

Mr,
Senator.

Mr. GILLETTE. As it is now, we have
once again been placed in the position
of passengers on an airplane which is
being piloted toward distant and un-
charted destinations and when we reach
the peoint of no return the controls are
turned over to us and we are told that
the choice between going back or going
on along the dubious and unknown
course rests in our hands. I contend
that this is not a proper or an intelli-
gent way for a great Republic to conduct
its foreign relations. It will be recalled
that there is now on the market a best
seller of fiction entitled “The Point of
No Return.” I think the title is appro-
priate in this connection.

In the discussion of the pact last week
several Senators addressed themselves to
the relationship between the treaty
which we are considering and the mili-
tary-assistance program which we shall
be asked to consider later.

This afterncon when the able Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. SmiTH] was speak-
ing he was interrogated by half a dozen
Senators who have doubts in their minds
as to the obligation. The able Senator
from Texas has assured them again and
again that they are not obligated, as he
understands it.

It is quite true, I believe, that the pact
and the European arms assistance pro-
gram are inextricably linked both in fact
and in the minds of most people.

How intimately these two subjects are
commingled can be seen even more vivid-
1y in the history of the steps leading up to
the formulation of the North Atlantic
Treaty. I am indebted to an excellent
brochure on the Atlantic Fact prepared
by Mr. Halford L. Hoskins, of the Legis-
lative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress, for the chronological steps
I wish to cite here. On page 63, under
appendix I of this research document, I
note that on March 17 last year the Brus-
sels conference of representatives of
Great Britain, Prance, Belgium, thke
Netherlands, and Luxemburg resulted
in the signing of a 50-year western union
treaty providing for collective military
aid. These countries promised each
other mutual aid in military prepara-
tions. On April 30, 1948, the same coun-
tries sent their Defense Ministers and
Chiefs of Staff to London to initiate joint
military discussions. Two months later,
on July 6, 1948, the then Under Secretary

CONNALLY. I thank the
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of State, Mr. Robert Lovett, met with the
Canadian, British, French, and Bznelux
countries’ Ambassadors here in Wash-
ington for an exchange of views on Euro-
pean military defense requirements. A
few weeks later, on July 20, it was an-
nounced in London that American and
Canadian military experts would sit in as
“nonmembers” with the Permanent Mili-
tary Committee of the Brussels powers.
Then, on September 27 and 28 last year,
the Defense Ministers of the new west-
ern union met in Paris to agree on a
common military defense policy. On Oc-
tober 4 the parties to this western union,
the Brussels treaty powers, appointed a
common military staff.

During the month of October our Gov-
ernment began receiving estimates of
military equipment needed by the west-
ern union countries. At last, on the 26th
of October, the consultative council of the
western union agreed in Paris to seek a
formal North Atlantic security pact.
This decision was reached, at least so far
as the public knew of it, 7 months after
the Brussels powers signed their treaty
for collective military aid. The Brussels
pact area was to be expanded to include
North America.

Then on December 6 the late Secretary -

of D-ofense, James Forrestal, declared
that military equipment must be supplied
generously to western Europe to give
meaning to the Brussels treaty. In the
Secretary’s view, the Brussels treaty
would not have meaning unless America
provided the military backing.

Four days later formal negotiations (n
the Atlantic Pact began.

From this brief résumé of some of the
principal steps leading up to the pact,
we can see that the overriding interest
of the sponsors of this treaty has been,
and is, to construct a wvehicle for the
transfer of arms and military equipment
from the United States to the western
European countries. In other words,
European efforts to obtain arms and
munitions from our American arsenal
preceded, and, in fact, were the real rea-
sons for the negotiation of the North
Atlantic Treaty.

Thus, the arms-assistance program is
not a necessary consequence or com-
plement of the pact. Quite the reverse,
the pact was necessary in order to justify
before the American people the proposed
shipment of arms and munitions to
western Europe,

I call the attention of the Senate, Mr.
President, to the May 22, 1949, Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, which I have in
my hand. It has previously been re-
ferred to, but at the risk of being tedious,
I wish to quote from it again, because
it is along the line of what I am stat-
ing. The first article in this bulletin
concerns the United States military-as-
sistance program. On page 646, we find
the subtitle “Relationship to the Atlantic
Pact.” I quote the first three sentences
under this heading:

The requests of the eight North Atlantic
Pact countries are not a product of the At-
lantic Pact. The military-assistance pro-
gram was conceived and developed separately
and somewhat in advance of the formulation
of the pact. The military-assistance pro-
gram would be necessary even without an
Atlantic Pact.
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What could be more explicit than this
statement in an official bulletin of our
Department of State? In unequivocal
terms the bulletin tells us that the mili-
tary-assistance program was conceived
and developed apart from and previous
to the formulation of the pact. How can
any reasonable man avoid drawing the
obvious conclusion: The western Euro-
pean countries needed more armaments;
they met for a period of several months
to formulate their demands; they asked
the United States to supply those arma-
ments; the State Department sought a
formula, a device, a vehicle by which the
peacetime shipment of armaments over-
seas could be made acceptable to the
American people. The search led to the
formulation of the North Atlantic Treaty
which obligates the United States to
transfer unspecified but certainly enor-
mous quantities or arms and munitions
to the European members of the new
alliance.

With this background in mind, we can
approach the treaty before us with a far
clearer understanding of what its terms
mean and why certain articles are writ-
ten as they are.

Article 3, for example, obliges the sig-
natory powers to “maintain and develop
their individual and collective capacity
to resist armed attack.” This means,
literally, that the contracting parties are
duty-bound to increase their armaments
and their armed forces. This article
makes it unmistakably clear that the
Atlantic Pact is primarily—and it is not
a pleasant phrase—a military alliance
designed to expand, without stated
limits, the military power of the sig-
natory countries.

The council which is provided for un-
der article 9 is authorized to develop a
whole new international secretariat out-
side the United Nations, starting imme-
diately with a “defense committee” to
prepare plans for dealing with a possible
attack. The stress put on the military
aspects of the pact here again indicates
that in the minds of the signatories this
is strictly a military alliance.

To return to article 3 of the pact, we
note that “to achieve the objectives of
this treaty,” the parties will develop their
armaments and armies “separately and
jointly, by means of continuous and ef-
fective self-help and mutual aid.” I
should like to lay stress on the terms
“jointly,” “continuous” and “aid.” It is
under this article of the treaty that the
proposed military assistance program will
be effected. “Jointly” with the other
signatories, the United States will “con-
tinuously” supply “aid” to the other sig-
natories to build and maintain their
military fortes, That, in my opinion, is
what this Atlantic Treaty is really con-
cerned with. I submit that the steps
leading up to the formulation of the
treaty, plus the acknowledgment of the
State Department itself in its own of-
ficial bulletin, which I have just quoted,
go far to uphold my contention that the
real purpose of the pact is to create a
new, shining vehicle on which to trans-
port vast and unimagined gquantities—
at least unlimited quantities, so far as
any specification is concerned, of arma-
ments and weapons of war from the
United States to Europe.
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' It is my awareness of this, Mr. Presi-
dent, that prompts me to wonder how
anyone could reasonably claim that the
Atlantic Pact and its military companion
plece are another great step, a sixth
step, added to the five to which I already
have referred, in the direction of inter-
national peace through a world security
organization along the road I have de-
scribed that led from the Atlantic Char-
ter through the superb steps taken by
some of the gentlemen I see before me
now, to the United Nations.

A persistent effort has been made in
discussing this pact to describe it as be-
ing “within the framework of the United
Nations.” During the war years, I had
the honor of participating in the original
studies on the United Nations organiza-
tion. I am sure that at no time did it
oceur to me, or to the other Senators
with whom I worked on the principles of
the UN Charter, that article 51 of that
Charter could be interpreted as author-
izing one group of member states of the
United Nations to form a military alli-
ance against another group of member
states of the United Nations,

In the words of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], on
last Friday, article 51 is a “feeble cord”
with which to link this pact to the UN
Charter. I would go further, and would
say this as one who took a very minor
part in the original discussions on the
UN organization :- I honestly believe that
we never contemplated any such travesty
on the principles of the United Nations
Charter. Taking the most charitable
view, I can agree with the characteriza-
tion given by one of the witnesses before
the Foreign Relations Committee, to the
argument that this Atlantic treaty is
consistent with the United Nations
Charter: It was Mr. James Warburg who
labeled this a “polite hypoerisy.”

If, however, we accept the thesis that
the Atlantic Pact is consistent with the
principles of the Charter—a point of
view to which I do not subscribe—then
it must be consistent throughout, not
merely consistent with article 51 or some
other single article. It is not enough
to say you are going to live up to the
UN in one phase, and then violate it in
one or more other phases,

Article 52 of the charter, for example,
provides for regional defense pacts,
That article, as the Senate well knows,
was placed in the Charter to accommo-
date the Monroe Doctrine and to permit
Pan-American regional arrangements.
Now comes the Atlantic Pact, creating a
{wo-continent, transoceanic regional
agency. If the Atlantic Pact is a regional
arrangement, then surely it must be gov-
erned by other articles in the UN Charter
which govern regional arrangements.

I cite article 53 of the Charter, which
says, flatly:

No enforcement action shall be taken un-
der regional arrangements or by regional
agencies without the authorization of the
Security Council.

Yet, under the terms of the Atlantic
Pact, the signatories will merely report
to the Security Council what they have
done, upon having decided that they are
victims of an armed attack. Each sig-
natory of the pact is bound in the words
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of article 5, to assist any other “by tak-
ing forthwith, individually and in concert
* ¢ * such action as it deems neces-
sary.” This sort of action by the signa-
tories obviously is not intended to be
taken after authorization by the Secu-
rity Council.

I can see no way to avoid the conclu-
sion that article 5 of the pact permits the
signatories, including those which are
UN members, to bypass the United Na-
tions Organization into which we and
most of the other peoples of the world
have put so much hope, so much faith,
so much hard work, so much heartfelt
prayer. The pact will relegate the UN
to second rank, make it a subsidiary in-
ternational body for arbitrating and oth-
erwise controlling disputes between great
powers. The pact erects outside the
United Nations a wholly self-determin-
ing agency of allied powers, which re-
ject third-party jurisdiction and judg-
ment of their case, and which intend to
act exactly as they wish without regard
to other members of the United Nations
and without regard to other countries
of the world, all of which are sure to be
affected by the outbreak of general war.

Mr. President, it would be daplication
of efforts already well expended by others
for me to proceed to an analysis of each
article of this treaty in order to point out
the many places where doubts, even sus-
picions, arise in my mind. I dread the
possibility that the language in the pre-
amble, already stretched to include the
antidemocratic, corporate regime of Por-
tugal, may be stretched further to in-
clude any sort of regime, regardless of its
manifest hostility to democracy, indi-
vidual liberty, and the rule of law. Iam
alarmed by the overwhelming emphasis
placed on the purely military aspects of
our international relations. I am trou-
bled by the potential danger to our coun-
try’s standing in the world, should this
treaty be interpreted so as to involve us
in suppressing a legitimate popular revo-
lution against a tyrannical government.
I fear, as I know the Senator from Utah
fears, lest the millions of colonial peoples
of Asia and Africa regard our alliance
with their European masters as signi-
fying American approval of colonial ex-
ploitation or American consent to sup-
pression of democratic independence
movements,

Mr. President, I digress here to quote
a statement which was made in the city
of London, in a conversation between the
present speaker and an outstanding
member of the British Government,
whom I shall not name, calling atten-
tion to what seemed to me to be a con~
travention of the fundamental principles
written into the Atlantic Charter and
embodied in the consecutive steps which
followed it—callinz attention to the vio-
lation of both principles in Britain's
colonial policy. The gentleman to whom
I refer called my attention to the quota-
tion, with which we are all familiar, from
the former great Prime Minister, saying
to me:

You forget, Mr. GmLETTE, that a former
great Prime Minister of the British Empire
has said that he did not become His Ma-

Jjesty’'s Prime Minister to preside at the

liguldation of the British Empire.
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I replied:

And I say to you that I think I am volcing
the feelings of the huge majority of the peo-
ple of the United States when I tell you that
we did not become a party to the greatest war
of history, sacrificing thousands and thou-
sands of our boys and girls, and pledging the
resources and revenues of America for gen-
erations to come, to underwrite an expansion
or underwrite a status quo for any empire
of the world, based on its fundamental phi-
losophy of the exploitation of weak peoples
anywhere in the world.

I was glad to hear the eminent Senator
from Utah [Mr, THoMAs] remark, as he
did here the other day:

If the signers of the North Atlantic Pact
have not reformed in their minds and in their
hearts, in regard to the exploitation of back-
ward peoples, the North Atlantic Pact will
fall of its own weight.

But beyond all these grave doubts, I
do not want to bring my discussion of the
North Atlantic Treaty to a close without
taking an over-all look at the road which
our country seems to be following in the
present world crisis.

Mr. AHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question in con-
nection with the observation which he
has just quoted?

Mr, GILLETTE. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The distinguished
Senator is making a most able address on
the North Atlantic Pact and its relation-
ship to the arms legislation, and also with
respect to its relationship to the United
Nations Charter. The Senator has in a
limited way at least described the North
Atlantic Pact as a military alliance. My
question is, If the treaty can fall of its
own weight, and if it is going to make
of the United Nations a subsidiary or sec-
ondary organization, on what justifica-
tion could one vote for the pact as an-
other step in the hope for peaceful rela-
tions with the countries of the world?

Mr. GILLETTE. That is a very rea-
sonable question.

Mr. WHERRY. I hope it is, because
I am certainly seeking for light on the
subject.

Mr, GILLETTE. I can readily under-
stand why the eminent Senator from Ne-
braska or any other Senator can say,
“Feeling as you do, Mr. GILLETTE, how
can you vote for it?”

Mr. WHERRY. And that is a particu-
larly appropriate question to ask of one
who has been an outstanding advocate of
international peace all these years. Hav-
ing reached that conclusion, how could
the Senator vote for the pact?

Mr. GILLETTE. The answer is the
one I tried to give a while ago. It is not
clear, possibly, and probably it is not
consistent; but to me it is the only an-
swer I could give, after days and days
and weeks and weeks of thoughts and
prayerful study of the implications and
the results of ratification, as against the
failure to ratify.

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator
refer to its impact upon the nations that
have already signed?

Mr. GILLETTE. That is the thing
that deterred me.

Mr. WHERRY. If we now fail to
ratify, after all the work that has been
done, the impact will be of such nature,
it will produce such disastrous efiects,
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that it will be a hindrance to peace, will
it not?

Mr. GILLETTE. That is the factor
which has made me sick at heart. I do
not question the motives and the sin-
cerity and the honesty of the eminent
Senators who are supporting it, who
have reached another conclusion. The
only thing I can do is try to give voice
to some of the things that are in my
mind, when I know what I know after a
quarter of a century of a steady advance
in the matter of world cooperation, as
I have said before, under the superb
leadership of the Senator from Texas,
the Senator from Georgia, the Senator
from Michigan, the Senator from Utah,
and the former Senator from Vermont,
Mr. Austin, After all that has been
accomplished, to reach what seems to me
~a point of no return is a sickening and
a soul-retching thicg.

Since the end of World War II—

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a very brief ques-
tion?

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I have been greatly
impressed by the earnestness of the Sen-
ator and the tremendous struggle he has
had in his own mind. Does he not think
that even though there be some tempo-
rary disturbance in Europe, even though
there may be some feeling of disappoint-
ment, or even of despondency, in the
minds of some Europeans-or all of them,
the welfare of this country over a period
of 20 long years into which we may pre-
cipitate ourselves—I mean to say, the
question as to whether we will be safe-
guarding our welfare will be involved for
20 long years—does not the Senator think
that would vastly overweigh any possible
temporary despondency on the part of
Eurcpean naticns, who must have known,
when their representatives signed at the
'impressive ceremony on the 4th of April,

-that anyone who put his signature on
the treaty for the United States had no
power to bind the United States unless
the Senate should ratify it? In other
words, if the Senator puts into the scales,
on the one hand, the feeling of disap-
pointment or even of despondency re-
ferred to, and then puts on the other
the fact that after we ratify this treaty
the United Siates will be bound hand and
foot for 20 long years, so that every cloud
that comes across the diplomatic sky in
the capitals of Europe will be a potential
threat calling on us to comply with our
obligation to go to war, does he not con-~
sider Lhat this tremendous impact on us
for 20 years vastlv outweighs the effect
on the European nations which may re-
sult and which may be forgotten within
a few months after it has resulted?

Mr. GILLETTE. In reply tothe Sena-
tor I will say that the conclusion which
the Senator from Missouri has just
voiced is not illogical and is not unrea-
sonable. I can only say it is one which
I did not reach after as careful a weigh-
ing as I could give to the pros and cons
and the circumstances as I saw them.
I reached a different conclusion., I find
no fault with anyone who reaches a con-
trary conclusion. His mind probably
worked more clearly and reached the goal
with more reasonable consideration and
argument than did mine, I can only say
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I reached the conclusion which I have
voiced.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Does not the Senator's
position involve a complete abandonment
of the constitutional provision for the
Senate to ratify a treaty? Merely be-
cause the Department of State has signed
it, if the Senator feels he must vote for
ratification, is not that a complete abdi-
cation by the Senator of the senatorial
function?

Mr. GILLETTE. I do not believe I
could make or adhere to an assertion so
broad as that. I will say, with all re-
spect, to those who have been working
on this matter, that there have been
numerous evidences, both before and
after the treaty was presented, of co-
operation between the executive and leg-
islative branches under the provision of
the Constitution regarding the advice and
consent of the Senate in relation to the
negotiation of treaties. I do not believe
there has been a complete abandonment
of that cooperative effort between the
two branches of the Government, I can
only say that the steps they have taken
have brought us to a point to which I
have referred as a point of no return.
I do not view with any equanimity, I will
say to the Senator from Missouri and the
Senator from Ohio, or with any calm-
ness of thought or any placidity of think-
ing, the road which is ahead. The only
thing I can contemplate is the road which
is behind and the conseguences to my
country involved in the choice of the two
roads which are ahead.

Mr. WHERRY and Mr. FULBRIGHT
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPARKMAN in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr, GILLETTE. 1 yield, first, to the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator will be patient. I am having
a struggle. I have not finished my strug-
gle. I should like to ask a question and
also state to the distinguished Senator
from Iowa that I feel one has a right to
arrive at any conclusion he feels he
should arrive at. The Senator from Iowa
has arrived at a conclusion. I should
like to ask this question: If I should dif-
fer with the distinguished Senator as to
my duties in connection with ratification
of the treaty, and say to myself that, re-
gardless of the zignatures on the treaty,
I shculd make up my own mind; if I ar-
rive at a different conclusion and feel
that it is correct, regardless of the im-
pact, does the Senator know of any com-
pelling reason why I should support the
North Atlantic Pact?

Mr. GILLETTE, Most certainly not.

Mr. WHERRY. That is the point.

Mr. GILLETTE. The only thing the
Senator can do is to use the mind and
the heart Almighty God has given him,
and by the use of those faculties, reach
the conclusion which seems to the Sen-
ator to be correct. Anyone who would
criticize the Senator for that is certainly
arrogating to himself light that he does
not himself possess.
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Mr. WHERRY. The thought I wanted
to convey was that to my mind the speech
which has been made by the Senator
from Iowa has completely demolished
the arguments that these are separate
instruments. To my mind, the Senator
has established that the North Atlantic
Treaty is the instrument through which
arms implementation legislation will be
made possible. If that be true, then the
only thing left is that any Senator who
is not favorable to arms legislation, if he
votes for the North Atlantic Pact, is be-
traying his own vote if he is not in favor
of arms legislation. So I ask the distin-
guished Senator, if one feels that way
regarding the future peace of the world,
the future existence of the United Na-
tions Organization, is there any com-
pelling reason, anything which the Sen-
ator can think of, which could be offered
to one who is still struggling for the light, -
as to whether the North Atlantic Pact
should be supporied, except for one
thing, namely, that it is a senatorial duty
to ratify the treaty because of the impact
adverse action would have upon the sig-
natory powers?

Mr., GILLETTE. It is a matter of
great regret that I cannot offer anything
by way of consolation to the Senator
from Nebraska. I have had my own
travail and have reached a conclusion
as the result of it, and I do not want
to go through with it again.

Mr, WHERRY. I want to thank the
Senator for his observation.

Mr, GILLETTE. I now yield to the
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I wonder if it would
be a fair observation to say that the
Senator’s sickness at heart upon voting
to approve this treaty does not arise more
from the failure of the United Nations
to achieve what the Senator, among
others, thought it would achieve, than
from the execution of this treaty. Is it
not that which causes the Senator to
feel dismayed and frustrated, rather than
the necessity of approving the treaty,
which is one of those unsatisfactory
choices made necessary by the failure of
the United Nations? Is not that a fact?

Mr. GILLETTE, I think there is an
element of truth in what the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas has said.
In my discussion of the historical back-
ground, the five great steps in the direc-
tion of the goal which all the enlightened
peoples of the world are seeking, I sug-
gested that after we have taken those
steps, one after another, to reach a point
where it seemed necessary to take a step
that might be retrogression, it was at
least a failure to advance. Perhaps it
comes from a sense of frustration, from
the lack of effectiveness of the United
Nations Charter, but I will say to the
Senator, as I stated a while ago when the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG] was present, that it does behoove
us to say it cannot be made effective if we
have not taken every step permissible un-
der the terms of the Charter in making it
effective, correcting its defects and elimi-
nating its shortcomings., But I do not
believe we have taken those steps.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, if
the Senator will yield further, I believe

‘we have done everything reasonably pos-

sible to make it effective. That is one
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of the reasons I have less difficulty than
has the Senator in accepting this alter-
native, because I feel that the representa-
tives of our Government have made g
genuine effort to make the United Na-
tions function as it was intended to func-
tion. There may be some minor mis-
judgments on some points, but, generally
speaking, to the extent which it is rea-
sonable to expect, I think we have made
a good faith efforf, and therefore I am
forced to the conclusion that this treaty
is an essential step since the United Na-
tions has not worked as I expected it to.

Mr, GILLETTE. I am sure the Sen-
ator has reached his conclusion along the
lines he has just outlined. I am sorry the
Senator from Iowa could not reach a
similar conclusion.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. G I yield to the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. I have heard most of
the address of the distinguished Senator,
and I should like to ask one question,
I may have missed che portion of his
address in which he touched this point,
having been called from the floor once or
twice for a short period.

Is it the Senator’s belief that by the
ratification of the North Atlantic Pact
we would strengthen, or weaken, the pos-
sibility of the success of the United Na-
tions?

Mr. GILLETTE. I raised that ques-
tion in the early part of my remarks by
asking a number of rhetorical questions.

Mr. JENNER. I missed that.

Mr, GILLETTE, I stated that those
questions were in the mind of every
thinking man and woman, namely, have
we stopped? Are we taking a step back-
ward? Is it a stumbling step forward?
Are we making some progress? Are we
violating all the purposes, all the things
to which we adhered so cleanly, so
clearly, hopefully, or are we abandoning
them? Each Senator will have to reach
his own conclusion. I have said that my
conclusion is that I have little choice
other than to support the pact, but I
shall be sick at heart, and I am now, in
having to support it.

Mr. JENNER. I take it from what the
distinguished Senator has said fo the
able Senator from Nebraska that the
Senator from Iowa in his own mind can-
not separate the Atlantic Pact from the
arms implementation.

Mr. GILLETTE. It is impossible to do
that. Every step I cited in the Hoskins
statement, every step over a 9-months’
period, was a move toward military im-
plementation until the United States was
brought into it.

Mr. JENNER. That being true, if the
Senator will permit a further question,
has he given consideration to what the
projected arms implementation may
mean to this Nation from the standpoint
of our own Nation's solvency or insol-
vency?

Mr, GILLETTE. I certainly have, and
I do not believe anyone who thinks has
failed to give consideration to that. I
have not discussed it. I did not want to
gef, into the economic phase.

Mr. JENNER. The Senator has
reached no conclusion on that phase of
the matter.
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Mr. GILLETTE. I have reached no
conclusion except that if a goal could
be attained, a goal which we all seek,
namely, the goal of world peace and
security, brotherhood of man under the
fatherhood of God, then a sacrifice of
our economic security might be justified,
because of the goal. But when I see the
political, economic, spiritual, and moral
values to be sacrificed, and feel that we
are not making an advance, but are let-
ting go something that is clean and sweet
and pure for mankind, it gives me con-
cern.

Mr, JENNER, In other words, the
answer to the future peace of the world,
so far as this pact or anything else we
now can contemplate is concerned, lies in
the answer of the decades to come?

Mr. GILLETTE. It certainly does.

Mr, JENNER., Winston Churchill re-
cently said in a speech that the only
thing that kept Russia from attacking,
or bringing on another war, was the

-strength of the United States and the

fact that it possessed the atomic bomb.
So I ask the distinguished Senator, if we
should happen to lose our economie
strength, and the secret of the atomic
bomb, if we should go into an economic
tailspin, if we should have a great depres-
sion, would there not disappear abouf
the last best chance for peace on this
earth?

Mr, GILLETTE, The Senator’s state-
ment may be a correct one. I merely
add to what he has said that I can view
with mental calm the loss of an economic
position, speaking individually. While
I do not want to lose a dollar I can give
up every dollar I have in the world, and
view the result with a measure of equa-
nimity that would not accrue to me if I
gave up something which I felt was fun-
damentally clean, and necessary to the
spiritual well-being and the moral well-
being of the world.

Mr. JENNER. If the Senator will yield
further, I will ask him if he knows of one
group of nations entering into a military
alliance that has ever, in all recorded
history, resulted in peace.

Mr. GILLETTE. There never has been
such a result, and never will be. ;

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. Then, regarding the
spiritual values and the moral values
about which the Senator spoke a mo-
ment ago, which are far above the eco-
nomic considerations, does the Senator
feel that the North Atlantic Pact, im-
plemented by arms, would force this
program, this clean program, to which
the Senator referred, which might bring
about world peace?

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senator has
asked the question in several forms, and
I know how deeply he feels about it, and
how deeply it concerns him. I can only
say that, having given that matter hours
of consideration, I have reached the con-
clusion that it can simply be answered in
the expression that of two evils we
should choose the lesser.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, since °

the end of World War II, American for-
eign policy has been operating on a dual

completely in China.
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level, making high pronouncements and
turning out low performance. We have
paid eloquent lip service to the princi-
ples of international collaboration and
to the United Nations; we have given
forth innumerable grandiose utterances.
Yet, in reality, our foreign policy has
been one of short-term emergency meas-
ures, based on our physical and eco-
nomic ability to hold certain areas with
bayonets, or to provide the equipment
and experts for others to hold these
points. These primitive tactics, which
have been misnamed “realistic,” have,
as we all know too well, failed to stop
the Communists in Greece and collapsed
Still, we persist
in them.

America's retreat from her tradition-
al position as the backer of the forces of
human freedom and democracy
throughout the world, and our curious
adventure into the realm of brass-
knuckle diplomacy, will go down as &
black and futile chapter in the history
of our foreign policy.

The United States must, before we go
much further along the road marked by
so many failures, begin to think of the
defense of western Europe and of Asia
and Africa in terms of applying in those
areas the lessons which we have long ago
learned in America in building and
maintaining liberty and a high standard
of llving for all our citizens. We must
rid ourselves of the notion that all we
have before us is the simple choice be~
tween a soft policy and a firm policy.
These are muscular, not intellectual
choices. The true choice before us is be=-
tween a creative, forward-moving Amer-
ican program, on one hand, and a ster-
ile, brass-knuckles defense policy on the
other,

The North Atlantic Treaty has been
proposed as another of those realistic
measures to prevent Communist aggres-
sion, We are assured by its advocates
that it is a purely defensive measure,
calculated to take effect only in the case
of aggression against one of the signa-
tories by some outside power. I accept
that characterization. It is a defensive
measure, This conception of defense,
against such an aggressive world revo-
lutionary force as communism, must,
however, also be characterized as obso-
lete. At the present stage in history,
it is impossible to believe that a dynamic,
subversive doctrine which propels its be=~
lievers forward with revolutionary fanat-
icism can be checked or even deflected
by throwing up road blocks, erecting Do
Not Enter signs, and digging -Maginot
lines.

No revolution based on discontent,
despair, and desperation has ever been
halted by building high palace walls or
by maintaining a well-armed and alert
police force.

It is obvious that the Communists will
strike wherever democracy is weak—not
by conquest alone but on the momentum
of its revolutionary ideas as well. The
objection to the North Atlantic Treaty
is not that it opposes the onslaught of
communism, but that the pact is merely
a static, a sterile opposition, impotent in
the face of a dynamic ideological attack.
To rely on such a pact will mean we are
retreating behind ramparts of wealth and
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armed might, seeking to derive our secu-
rity from a purely physical and immobile
fortress. Is there anyone so unworldly
as to believe that the Communist idea
will stop at the horders defined by the
North Aflantic Pact? If it becomes a
contest between a fixed defense and a
dynamic offense, any schoolboy will rea-
lize that ultimate victory will go to the
offense.

The only program to check commu-
nism is one that has as its purpose some-
thing far greater than checking com-
munism.

It will be a program which reaches out
and rolls up the Communist forces be-
fore it. Only a full-scale American poli-
tical offensive can deal with the world-
wide Communist conspiracy.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GILLETTE, I yield.

Mr. LONG. I should like to ask if this
much is not true however, that there are
in Eurcpe and elsewhere forces both in
the church and in democracy to meet
communism? Is if not frue that those
forces would probably be strengthened
if the men who were fighting the battle
against communism for our side, one
might say, and for democracy and for
religion, knew that because of the fact
that we were taking an effective stand to
supporf fhem they were not going to be
overrun and killed or thrown into con-
centration camps?

Mr. GILLETTE. That, I take it, might
be very beneficial. I will agree with
the Senator from Louisiana.

We in America have been and still are
living a revolution that is vastly superior,
vastly more gratifying in its ends and
more humane in its means than anything
which the totalitarians have ever offered
to the peoples of the world. Our way of
living, which we have come to take so
naturally as a inatfer of course, is still
the most appealing and compelling
dream for the underprivileged masses of
mankind.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Van-
DENEERG] has spoken of a Crusade for
Peace. If we are to embark on such a
crusade, it can only be in positive, affirm-
ative terms—not just against commu-
nism—but with a fully rounded pro-
gram for establishing moral and material
freedom within the reach of every man
wherever he may be—whether beyond or
on this side of the so-called iron curtain.
Such a positive crusade will inevitably
bring stanch and vigorous allies fo our
side from every land, allies who will not
only be'loyal to a common way of life,
but who will be strong enough to de-
fend themselves against any physical or
ideological marauder,

The North Atlantic Treaty is not pro-
posed as a mere gesture. It is conceived
as & serious military defense measure,
It must fail if arms are not provided to
make it work. Estimates indicate that
upward of fifteen to twenty billion dollars
will be required to arm the signatory
countries.

We have a choice. We can spend these
vast sums of money, and their equivalent
in natural resources and productive
capacity, labor and scientific research, in
the fabrication of a Chinese wall to hold
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back an aggressive revolution; or, we can
invest a fraction of this sum in the de-
velopment of enterprises wherever in the
world middle-class capitalism is reach-
ing out for a helping hand.. The only
permanent security our American democ-
racy can ever enjoy is one deriving from
the ever-expanding area of the earth
where men may take part in free eco-
nomic and political opportunities. ;

This essentially is the American revo-
lution—the revolution which totalitar-
ianism recognizes and challenges and
seeks to stifie. This American revolu-
tion can survive in the world of today
only by stepping forth from these shores
and transforming itself into a world
revolution, a revolution for ever-greater
freedom and ever-greater abundance for
ever-greater numbers of the world's
people.

The destiny of man’s freedom lies in
our hands. Woe are the custodians of the
democratic way of life—a sacred trust
that we cannot hold long if we seek
merely to limit it to ourselves. There
are those who see no moral objection to
spending $15,000,000,000 or $-J,000,000,-
000 to arm and equip the military forces
of Europe. What possible objection,
then, can there be to spending a frac-
tion of that sum for the development of
a creative peace, a peace that maintains
itself because the basic war-making
causes of ingecurity and fear will have
been eliminated and because human dif-
ference—always present and to be wel-
comed—will then be dealt with in a par-
liament of man in a civilized and Chris-
tian spirit?

Some oppose the North Atlantic Treaty
because it may provoke an aggressive
enemy to early action. T object to it be-
cause it is irrelevant to the purpose for
which it was created: the establishment
of peace. It isirrelevant because it does
not touch on any of the basic causes
which prompt European unrest today;
it is irrelevant because it makes no con-
tribution toward strengthening the eco-
nomic and political institutions of de-
mocracy in western Europe or elsewhere.
The North Atlantic Treaty is a strategic,
economic, and political anachronism.
The pact has been outflanked by time.

Strategically, there is only one power
capable of defeating Russia militarily,
and that is American armed might.
Under the North Atlantic Treaty, we pro-
pose to divide a considerable part of our
concentrated military might, dispersing
it amongst such countries as Portugal,
Holland, Belgium, Iceland, and Luxem-
bourg. We must not forget that in mod-
ern warfare fought between titans the
lives of such countries are measured, not
in weeks or days but in hours. To dis-
member American striking power in
order to give token resistance demon-
strations to the various states of the
alliance is an act of folly. It will create
only the illusion of security.

Economically, the money spent on a
static defense, such as proposed in the
North Atlantic Treaty, is money diverted
from the building of genuine instru-
ments for a more abundant economic
life, money necessary for the great enter-
prise of building a world capable of
peace.

JuLy 11

Politically, the North Atlantic Treaty
serves only to bolster the status quo in
Europe and Asia. That status quo is the
perfect target for the Communist propa-
ganda attack. Communist propaganda
magnifies the injustices caused by the
persistence of feudal attitudes and feudal
institutions in modern Europe. The
Communist attack stresses the inhuman-
ities of colonial imperialism as practiced
by those very colonial powers signing the
Atlantic Treaty.

Our chance of winning the leader-
ship—the moral and political leadership
of the world—depends on our ability to
offer an alternative to this status quo—
the status quo in which the millions of
people of Europe, Asia, and Africa have
waited too long for reforms—the status
quo of an inherited and defiant feudalism
and of a strangling and backward colo-
nialism.

Surely the men of the Kremlin know
this. In their cynical and ruthless drive
for power, they deliberately manipulate
the honest hopes and sincere aspirations
of the world’s downtrodden. We cannot
cope with the Communist onslaught by
reviving the world of 1815, the world of
Prince Metternich, and the Congress of
Vienna. Nor can we seek our security in
smug withdrawal behind a new Maginot
line or a reconstructed wall of China.

In conclusion, Mr, President, I would
add only one thought. In all likelihood,
this treaty before us will be ratified by
the Senate. I profoundly regret that
matters have been allowed to drift to an-
other “point of no return.” And I hope
that never again will we permit ourselves
to be put in such a position. I hope, too,
that out of all the discussion occasioned
by the negotiation, signing, and ratifi-
cation of the Atlantic Pact, a new aware-
ness has come upon our people of the
perilous road down which we are being
led.
I would welcome, and I believe the
American people would welcome, a new
initiative, originating perhaps in this
great deliberative body, that would look
beyond armed truces, strategic pacts,
and regional devices and that would pre-
pare a well-thought-through program
for strengthening the United Nations as
a global security organization, for world-
wide reduction instead of Increases in
armaments, for world-wide investment
of private capital for development of an
abundant and expanding economy—a
world-wide crusade, if you will, for dem-
ocratic collaboration of ajl peoples in
the building of a free and prosperous
society. With a program of this char-
acter and scope the United States could
dramatically seize and unfalteringly hold
the initiative in the ideological and po-
litical struggle with the totalitarian
Communists.

I have no hesitation whatever in stat-
ing my conviction that once our great
Nation begins to follow this course, in-
stead of pursuing the will-o-the-wisp of
absolute security against military attack,
we shall see our fears turn to exultant
courage, and find that the world Com-
munist conspiracy before which we now
tremble has crumbled at our feet, exposed
to all the world for the barbaric, me-
dieval, reactionary movement that it is.
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Let us begin to make our own foreign
policy, instead of letting Moscow make
it for us. Let us begin to carry out our
own American world revolution, for
greater abundance and greater freedom
for all mankind, using the tools and the
ideas and the principles with which we
have been so successful at home to create
a similar free and abundant world
abroad. [Applause.]

Mr, TAFT obtained the floor.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Ohio
yield to me for the purpose of suggest-
ing the absence of a quorum?

Mr. TAFT. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hoey Murray
Anderson Holland Myers
Brewster Humphrey Neely
Bricker Hunt O'Conor
Bridges Ives O'Mahoney
Butler Jenner Pepper

Byrd Johnson, Colo. Reed

Cain Johnston, S.C. Robertson
Capehart Kefauver Russell
Chapman Kem Saltonstall
Connally Kerr Schoeppel
Cordon Knowland Smith, Maine
Donnell Langer Smith, N. J.
Dulles Lodge Sparkman
Ecton Long Stennis
Ferguson Lucas Taft
Flanders MecCarran Taylor
Frear McCarthy Thomas, Okla,
Fulbright McClellan Thomas, Utah
George McFarland Thye
Gillette McKeilar Tydings
Graham McMahon Vandenberg
Green Malone Watkins
Gurney Martin Wherry
Hayden Maybank Wiley
Hendrickson Miller Williams
Hickenlooper Millikin Withers

Hil Mundt Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I listened
with great interest to the speech made
today by the distinguished Senator from
Towa [Mr. GiierTel. I wish to assure
the Senate that I have not consulted
with the Senator from Iowa; but the ar-
guments I shall make against the At-
lantic Pact are very similar to the ones
he made, and I agree thoroughly with the
very effective argument and very effec-
tive speech he made on that subject.
However, the same arguments have led
me to the conclusion that I must vote
against the pact, rather than for it, as
he has announced he intends to do.

It is with great regret that I have come
to my conclusion, but I have come to it
because I think the pact carries with it
an obligation to assist in arming, at our
expense, the nations of western Europe,
because with that obligation I believe it
will promote war in the world rather
than peace, and because I think that
with the arms plan it is wholly contrary
to the spirit of the obligations we as-
sumed in the United Nations Charter. I
would vote for the pact if a reservation
were adopted denying any legal or moral
obligation to provide arms.

The purpose of American foreign pol-
iey, as I see it, is to maintain the freedom
of the people of this country and, inso-
far as consistent with that purpose, to
keep this country at peace. We are, of
course, interested in the welfare of the
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rest of the world because we are a hu-
mane nation. Our huge economic aid,
however, is based on the belief that a
world which is prosperous and well off
is less likely to engage in war than one
in which there are great inequities in the
economic condition of different people.

In the past, we have considered that
the best method of preserving the peace
and security of this country is the main-
tenance of American armed forces suf-
ficient to defend us against attack, and
a wise diplomatic policy which does not
antagonize other nations. Those still
are the main essentials to the mainte-
nance of peace in the world of today.

But as the world shrinks in size, as
new weapons are developed, as we in-
evitably become more involved in the af-
fairs of other countries, it has become
apparent that these weapons alone will
not assure peace. And so we have com-
mitted ourselves to the principle of an
association of sovereign nations banded
together to preserve peace by preventing
and punishing aggression. In the United
Nations Charter we accepted the prin-
ciple that we would go to war in associa-
tion with other nations against a nation
found by the Security Council to be an
aggressor. That was a tremendous de-
parture from our previous policy, but one
which I have always urged and approved
from the days of the League of Nations.
I believe that all nations must ultimately
agree, if we are to have peace, to an
international law defining the duties and
obligations of such nations, particularly
with reference to restraint from aggres-
sion and war. I believe that there should
be international courts to determine
whether nations are abiding by that law,
and I believe that there should be a joint
armed force to enforce that law and the
decisions of that court. I believe that in
the end, the public opinion of the world
will come to support the principle that
nations like individuals are bound by
law, and will insist that any nation
which violates the law be promptly sub-
jected to the joint action of nations
guided by a determination to enforce the
laws of peace.

It is quite true that the United Nations
Charter as drafted does not as yet reach
the ideals of international peace and
justice which I have described, but it
goes a long way in that direction. It is
defective principally because any one of
the large nations can veto the action of
the Security Council, and because there
is not sufficient emphasis on law and
justice as a guide to the action of the
Security Council. But we have advised
the President that prompt action should
be taken to improve the Charter. Senate
Resolution No. 239, adopted by the
Senate on June 11, 1948, contained three
clauses proposing improvement in the
United Nations Charter: First, a volun-
tary agreement to remove the veto from
many questions; second, maximum ef-
forts to obtain agreement for a United
Nations armed force and the reduction
of national armaments; and third, a re-
view of the Charter by a general con-
ference called under article 109 of the
Charter. As far as I know, the State
Department has disregarded these in-
junctions of Senate Resolution 239 and
concentrated only on that clause of the
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resolution which proposed a compact
under article 51, based on the defects of
the United Nations Charter.

The distinguished Senator from Mich-
igan has called the attention of the
Senator from Iowa [Mr, GILLETTE] to the
fact that the State Department has urged
these changes on the United Nations, I
can only say that both the Senator from
Iowa and myself do follow the news-
papers, and that if they have so urged,
no emphasis has been placed upon the
matter. There has been no effort to
stir up public opinion in favor of such
changes, as there has been in favor of
the Atlantic Pact. So far as I know, no
suggestion whatever has been made that
any conference be called under article
109 of the Charter, which I think would
be the only effective means of securing
improvements in the Charter.

The North Atlantic Treaty might have
been so drafted as to create a small
United Nations within the larger group,
improving upon the United Nations
Charter, eliminating its defects, and fur-
nishing an example of an improved in-
ternational organization which could be
followed by the United Nations itself.
It might have established a law between
the nations signing it and a force to
prevent aggression between those na-
tions without veto and with reliance on
the decision of a competent court to
administer justice. This was suggested
by Mr. Hamilton Fish Armstrong in an
article in Foreign Affairs in October
1948. It is the general plan suggested
in Senate Resolution 133, introduced by
the distinguished junior Senator from
Alabama and 10 other Senators on Fri-
day of last week, with which I have
great sympathy.

But the State Department did not
adopt any of these suggestions and has
shown no intention of doing so. We
have to consider here the North Atlantic
Treaty as it has been drafted, without
the improvements Senators would like to
see made, but which 12 nations probably
would not agree to once this treaty is
ratified. We abandoned the chance of
getting those when we signed the treaty
in 1its present form. The Atlantic
Treaty as drawn is certainly no improve-
ment over the United Nations, nor can
it by any stretch of the imagination be
regarded as a perfection of or supple-
ment to that Charter. From the point of
view of an international organization, it
is a step backward. Apart from the ob-
ligation to provide arms, the treaty is
permitted by the Charter, which says:

Nothing in the present Charter shall ime
palr the inherent right of individual or col-
lective self-defense if an armed attack oc-
curs against a member of the United Na-
tions until the Security Council has taken
the measures necessary to maintain inter-
national peace and security.

The Charter merely recognizes this
inherent right as necessary because the
veto provision of the Charter may re-
sult in complete inacticn on the part of
the Security Council. But certainly in
all other respects the treaty far more
resembles a military alliance than it
does any international association of
nations. As the Senator from Iowa so
forcefully said, it is a step backward in
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the progress toward international peace
and justice.

What is the nature of that treaty?

1t is obviously, and I do not think it
can be questioned, a defensive military
alliance between certain nations, the
essence of which is an obligation under
article 5 to go to war if necessary with
any nation which attacks any one of the
signers of the treaty. Such an attack
may come from outsiders or it may come
from one of the signers of the treaty
itself. The obligation is completely
binding for a period of 20 years. It
imposes an obligation upon the United
States to each member nation whether
or not there is consultation or joint
action by the Council, or a finding by
any court that an unjustified armed at-
tack has occurred. Our obligation is
self-executing upon the occurrence of
an armed attack.

Some doubt will always remain as to
whether the Congress must declare war
before our armed forces actually take
part. I am inclined to think such ac-
tion is not necessary if the President
chooses to used our armed forces when an
ally is attacked. Buf whether it is or
not, the obligation to go to war seems
to me binding upon the United States as
a nation, so that Congress would be
obligated to declare war if that were
necessary to comply with the provisions
of the treaty. It is pointed out that the
President could fail to act and Congress
could refuse fto declare war, but cer-
tainly we are not making a treaty on
the theory that we expect to violate it
in accordance with our own sweet will,

It is correctly pointed out that the
exact measures which we are obligated
to take will be determined by us, and
that it may not be necessary to go to
the extent of a declaration of war. We
do reserve a certain discretion, but as I
see it, we do not reserve any discretion
on the question, for instance, whether
the armed attack is justified, as a reason
for supporting it. If one of the mem-
bers of the pact provides an attack,
even by conduct which we disapprove,
we would still apparently be bound to
go to its defense. By executing a treaty
of this kind, we put ourselves at the
mercy of the foreign policies of 11
other nations, and do so for a period
of 20 years. The Charter is obviously
aimed at possible Russian aggression
against western Europe, but the obliga-
tion assumed is far broader than that. I
emphasize again that the obligation is
much more unconditional, much less de-
pendent on legal processes and much
less dependent on joint action than the
obligation of the United Nations Charter.

And yet in spite of these dangers, I
have wanted to vote in favor of the At-
lantic Pact for one reason and would
still do so if the guestion of arms were
not involved. I fully agree with the
effective argument in favor of the pact
made by the distinguished Senator from
Michigan because of its warning to the
U. 8. S. R. I think we should make it
clear to the U, 8. S. R. that if it attacks
western Europe, it will be at war with
us. I fully agree with the statement of
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the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan:

It is not the military forces In being which
measure the impact of this knock-out ad-
monition. Its invincible power for ‘peace
is the awesome fact that any aggressor upon
the North Atlantiec community knows in
advance from the very moment he launches
his conquest, he will forthwith face what-
ever cumulative opposition these united
allies in their own wisdom deem necessary
to beat him to his knees and to restore peace
and security. It is this total concept which,
in my view, would give even a reincarnated
Hitler cause.

I agree that if the Kaiser had known
that England and the United States
would be in the war, the First World War
might never have begun. I agree that
if Hitler had known the United States
would be in the war, the Second World
War might not have begun. I favor the
extension of the Monroe Doctrine under
present circumstances to western Europe.

It is said that the Atlantic Treaty is
simply another Monroe Doctrine. I
wish it were. That would be much more
acceptable to me than the Atlantic pact,
arms or no arms. Let me point out the
vital differences. The Monroe Doctrine
was a unilateral declaration. We were
free to modify it or withdraw from it at
any moment. This treaty, adopted to
deal with a particular emergency today,
is bind‘ng upon us for 20 years to cover
all kinds of circumstances which cannot
possibly be foreseen. The Monroe Doc-
trine left us free to determine the merits
of each dispute which might arise and
to judge the justice and the wisdom of
war in the light of the circumstances at
the time. The present treaty obligates
us to go to war if certain facts occur.
The Monroe Doctrine imposed no obli-
gation whatever to assist any American
Nation by giving it arms or even eco-
nomic aid. We were free to fight the
war in such a manner as we might de-
termine, or not at all. This treaty im-
poses on us a continuous obligation for
20 years to give aid to all the other mem-
bers of the pact, and, I believe, to give
military aid to all the other members of
the pact.

All kinds of circumstances may arise
which will make our obligation most in-
convenient. The government of one of
these nations may be taken over by the
Communist Party of that nation. The
distinguished Senator from Michigan
says that we are then released from our
obligation, but I see no basis whatever
for such a conclusion. If that were
true of a Communist government, it
might also be true of a Socialist govern-
ment if we did not happen to approve
of socialism at the time. Presumably,
it could be true of a Fascist government,
one similar, perhaps, to that existing in
Spain which has been denounced re-
cently by the Secretary of State, and
which is not very different from the
dictatorship of Portugal, which is a
member of the pact and which has not a
truly democratic form of government.

I cannot find anything in this treaty
which releases us because we do not hap-
pen to like the officials in charge of the
member nations at the particular
moment.
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Obviously, any help we give one
of these nations today may be used later
for aggressive purposes, against Rus-
sia or its satellites, or neutrals, or mem-
bers of the pact, or it may even be used
against us when we try to fulfill our obli-
gation to other members of the pact.
Except for the warning conveyed to So-
viet' Russia, this treaty does not bear
the slightest resemblance to the Monroe
Doctrine.

It is said that the treaty is in strict
accordance with Senate Resolution 239
adopted by the Senate in June 1948. I
did not vote upon that resolution, but I
believe this treaty goes far beyond the
advice there given by the Senate. That
resolution approved the general theory
of a treaty to exercise the right of indi-
vidual or collective self-defense in case
of an armed attack in accordance with
the purposes, principles, and provisions
of the Charter, but I do not think it sug-
gested the providing of arms to mem-
bers of the pact, or even the obligations
of article 5. Paragraph 4 of the resolu-
tion, which is the closest one to authoriz-
ing the present treaty, sounds more like
a new Monroe Doctrine than it does like
a treaty. It does not refer to a treaty of
any kind. It says that one of our ob-
jectives should be contributing to the
maintenance of peace by making clear
our determination to exercise the right
of individual or collective self-defense
under article 51 should any armed at-
tack occur affecting our national se-
curity. This looks far more like a warn-
ing to Russia than it does like a defensive
military alliance of the present type.
The distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan, in explaining the resolution at that
time, said:

It declines automatically military alli-
ances. It declines all peacetime renewals of
the old, open-ended lend-lease formula. It
declines unilateral responsibility for the fate
of western Europe. It is none of those
things. It is the exact opposite.

The present treaty is a military alli-
ance. The present treaty does contem-
plate a peacetime renewal of the old,
open-ended lend-lease formula. The
present treaty assumes unilateral re-
sponsibility for the fate of western Eu-
rope. We are obligated to go to the de-
fense of any nation whether the other
members of the pact do so or not, or
whatever their consultation may advise.

It is also suggested that the pact is
modeled upon the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance known
as the Rio Treaty, entered into Septem-
ber 2, 1947. There are substantial dif-
ferences, however, in these two treaties.
In the first place, the obligation in the
Rio Pact in case of armed attack is only
to assist in meeting the attack. Under
the Atlantic Pact, we are bound to as-
sist the party or parties so attacked by
taking forthwith such action as is deemed
necessary, including the use of armed
forces. Secondly, the action to be taken
in the event of an armed attack is far
more subject to the consultative action
of the states than in the case of the
Atlantic Treaty. If any state is attacked,
the matter is referred to the organ of
consultation established by the pact, and
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-any state would be justified in waiting
until such organ acts. Furthermore,
there is no suggestion of the providing
of arms or financial aid to other mem-
bers of that treaty.

There is one other material difference.
In the Rio Pact, we assume an obliga-
tion which, I believe, we are perfectly
capable of performing. In the Atlantic
Treaty, it is extremely doubtful whether
under any circumstances we can carry
out our obligation fo countries like Nor-
way, Denmark, and Italy. I do not like
to promise to do things which it is im-
possible for us to carry out.

Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield tothe Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr. McMAHON. Does the Senator
feel, by giving that opinion, that if Nor-
way or any other of the Scandinavian
countries, or Italy, were invaded, it
would be a matter we should take lightly
instead of very seriously, by the use of
everything we have?

Mr. TAFT. Oh, no. I am perfectly
willing to go to their assistance. I
simply say that the prospect of Amer-
ican troops being able to defend Nor-
way or Denmark against invasion by
Russia is very remote. I think it would
be impossible. Of course I am not a
military expert, but Norway has 100
miles of open frontier with Russia, and,
in my opinion, American troops would
not arrive there in time to stop several
million Russians if they wanted to go
through into Norway. Our action would
have to be simply a defensive action of
some kind, perhaps interference with the
Russian advance from the east, or some
such action. However, I do not purport
to know. There are no troops in Italy.
The Italians cannot maintain an army.
I cannot quite see how we could get an
army there in time to defend them and
perform the obligation which we ap-
parently are thought to have assumed,
to defend the frontiers of those coun-
tries.

Mr. MCcMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. McMAHON. AsI take it, the Sen-
ator is pointing out the difficulties of our
doing anything about it if Italy and the
Scandinavian countries are invaded. As
I understand the Senator, notwithstand-
ing those difficulties—and the Senator
has falked about actions from the air—
I take it the Senator is fully in agree-
ment with the statement that if the
event I have discussed should come to
pass, it should be of immediate concern
to the United States, and that, above all,
we should immediately take it upon our-
selves, if not to maintain the borders,
at least to slow down the advance.

Mr. TAFT. I am in favor of the ex-
tension of the Monroe Doctrine to west-
ern Europe.

Mr. McMAHON. And that includes
Scandinavia?

Mr. TAFT. That includes Norway
and Denmark and Italy. I am perfectly
willing to assume that obligation. But
that is a very different thing from what
we would agree to do in this treaty, as I
shall discuss later.
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Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will

.the Senator from Ohio yield?

Mr. TAFT.
from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have listened very
attentively to the points of view which
the able Senator from Ohio has offered,
and I can see that there would be ample
ground for one to take a viewpoint dif-
ferent from that of many other Members
of the Senate. But I am somewhat in a
quandary on one particular phase of the
difference.

The Senator says that he would sup-
port, not with great enthusiasm, but
with reluctance, the treaty if it were un-
derstood that the furnishing of arms
from this country to certain countries of
Europe was not to follow as a result of
the pact. With that point of view I am
not in agreement, but I can understand
that position. What I cannot understand
is, however, if the Senator would sup-
port the pact—as a pact—if he were sure
arms would not be sent, why he is at-
tacking the pact—as a pact—if arms are
to be sent.

Mr. TAFT. I do think we have to
balance the advantages and the disad-
vantages. I think the advantage of a
Monroe Doctrine declaration is very
great, and if we were not going to arm
the world and promise to do something
we cannot do, and therefore do not
really intend to do, I think I would go
along. In fact, I am sure I would, if I
thought this were not a defensive mili-
tary alliance, with the oligation to arm
half the world in connection with the
pact. That is a question which I really
desire to discuss. That is what has given
me the greatest trouble.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not wish to de-
lay the Senator, but I should like to re-
emphasize what he has already said,
that as I understand, if it were not for
the arms feature in the offing, the Sena-
tor would not be making an argument
against the pact, but would support it.

Mr. TAFT. No, I would still make the
argument against it, because I think it
should be pointed out. If it were simply
a Monroe Doctrine——

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator would
support it?

Mr. TAFT. I would support the pact,
in spite of its disadvantages, because of
the Monroe Doctrine effect which I think
it would have, which is of great impor-
tance at the present moment, because I
think that without arms that would be
an effective weapon to preserve peace at
a crucial time. With arms I think it is
an incitation to war. 5

Mr. TYDINGS. Then, as I under-
stand the Senator’s position, it is a ques-
tion of balance. We all see certain dis-
advantages in the treaty, as well as ad-
vantages, but on balance the Senator
would support the treaty if it were not
for the fact of the arms implications
which flow from it.

Mr, TAFT. That is correct. And yet,
in spite of my belief that the treaty goes
much too far and should have been con-
fined to a mere declaration on our part
that we would go to war if Russia at-
tacked western Europe, I would still vote
for the treaty except for my belief that
the pact commits us to the arming of all

I yield to the Senator
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the other signers-of the pact. There is
no question that the arms program and
the treaty were negotiated together.
There is no question in my mind that
foreign nations which signed the treaty
regarded the providing of arms as an
essential part of it. Several of their
leaders have expressed that view in pub-
lic in Europe.

I quote from Mr. C. L. Sulzberger's
recent article in the New York Times,
quoting the Danish Premier:

We cannot help but feel somewhat disap-
pointed about the fact that this has not
yet been provided for and the fact that we
do not yet know when it is coming. Of
course, I myself and my Cabinet colleagues
understood the delaying factors in the
United States Congress, but it is difficult to
explain this to the people.

Denmark’s Foreign Minister said:

We are confident that the pact itself will
be ratified in a few weeks, but we are con-
siderably more Interested in the bill on
mutual aid, which is to follow. We should
more than regret it if the bill were not en-
acted at this session of Congress.

Mr. Sulzberger comments:

Although the Danish Government is calm
and fully aware of the delays in parliamen-
tary systems, many people here assumed that
after Copenhagen's decision to join the alli-
ance arms would immediately be forthcom-
ing. As one officer said: “The people
thought it was like opening a bank account
and they should now be in a position to cash
a check."

The French Government issued a
statement which indicated very clearly
their view also, that arms were a neces-
sary accompaniment of the pact.

Mr. Arthur Krock, who is usually well
advised, stated:

The State Department might have held the
spotlight on the treaty alone by different
tactics. But any Member of Congress who
reads informed newspaper dispatches must
have known, from the time the Scandinavian
Ministers were encouraged by the Depart-
ment to confer here, that the purpose of their
visit was to get arms; and that the hope of
getting these arms under the North Atlantic
Pact was what impelled the Norwegians to
reject the Swedish offer of a separate Scan-
dinavian alllance.

We cannot keep our obligations under
the pact, in my opinion, unless we pro-
vide arms. Certainly I do not desire to
assume an obligation and then be charged
with going back on it.

If we ratify the pact and fail to fur-
nish the military aid, I believe we will at
once be accused of repudiation, and the
pact will be completely discredited. Our
allies will say with force and logic, “Why
was article 3 put in the treaty if it doesn’t
mean military aid?”

I realize that the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations says:

The State Department has assured the
committee that during the negotiations no
commitments of any kind were made by the
United States to furnish military assistance.
The European negotiators were constantly
reminded that the implementation of article
3 by the United States would depend upon
congressional action. While they were told
that the administration intended to intro-
duce legislation authorizing the transfer of
military equipment, at the same time they
were repentedly warned that no assurances
whatever could be given as to whether or not,
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in what form or in what amounts, such legis-
lation would be approved.

Note, however, that neither the State
Department nor the committee argues
that article 3 does not mean military as-
sistance. All the State Department did
was to warn Europeans that Congress
might not provide it in spite of the treaty.

The State Department position seems
to me very clearly stated in the white
paper issued on the United States mili-
tary assistance program, which I think is
in Friday’s REcorp, in which the Depart-
ment said:

Not until weshamourstrengthonacom-
mon defensive front can we hope to replace
this temptation (to attack western Europe)
with a real deterrent to war. The North At-
lantic Pact is an agreement on the policy of
a common defense; its very vital corollary is
& program of military aid.

No one can read that document which
is sei out in Friday’s REcorp without con-
cluding that, from the point of view of
the Department of State, military aid is
an absolutely essential feature of the new
treaty. The same white paper says:

The military assistance program would be
necessary even without an Atlantic Pact. It
is clear, however, that the military assistance
program will be more effective with the At-
lantic Pact than without it.”

In an effort to dispute this doctrine
that the arms are tied into the treaty.

In short, the pact is an adjunct to the
arms program rather than the important
feature of aid to western Europe. The
Secretary of State himself says:

The pact does not dictate the conclusion
of honest judgment. * * * It does pre-
clude repudiation of the principle or of the
obligation of making that honest judg-
ment. * * * There is an obligation to
help, but the extent, the manner, and the
tl.tnl;ls is up to the honest judgment of the
parties.

But, if his words are read clearly, the
point is that he regards us as bound to
furnish military aid. We may determine
its extent. We may hem and haw about
how it should be limited. But the Sec-
retary, by his own words, it seems to me,
admits that the military aid is an essen-
tial part of the program.

If article 3 does not mean military aid,
what does it mean? I agree that the two
questions could be separated, but the
fact is that they are not. On Saturday,
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee assured the press that:

A vote for the treaty does not carry with it
any obligation to vote for arms implemen-
tation. Each Senator is free to vote his con-

victions on each one as it comes before the
Benate.

I agree that Senators can cast utterly
inconsistent votes, and sometimes do.
But the distinguished chairman added
that we must act promptly on arms im-
plementation to assure cosigners of the
pact we mean business, that we are sin-
cere and earnest. In other words, he
says that if we vote for the treaty and
then vote against the arms proposal, we
are insincere and do not mean what we
say.

The distinguished Senator from Mich-
igan takes the position that the arming of
Europe is not essential to the most im-
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portant purposes of the pact, and I en-
tirely agree with him. Its most effective
purpose is entirely independent of the
pact. But that is not the position of the
Department of State or the committee,
and their words of reassurance are con-
tradicted by the terms of the treaty, the
circumstances of its negotiation, and
their own words.

I think that is the general conclusion
of the newspapers of the country. This
morning an editorial was published in
the Washington Post, from which I read
in part as follows:

By contrast an honest stand was taken by
Secretary Acheson in his appearance before
the Foreign Relations Committes. “If you
ratify the pact,” he said, “it cannot be sald
there is no obligation to help. There is an
obligation to help, but the extent, the man-
ner, and the timing are up to the honest judg-
ment of the parties.” To be. sure, there is
no express obligation, but the armament im-
plications of the pact, in articles 3 and 9,
are as plain as the dome on the Capitol and
B8 necessary as its walls,

I now read the concluding sentence of
the editorial:

In the meantime, the indivisibility of the
pact and an arms program within this frame-
work needs to be redeclared in the pact de-
bate in answer to the present guestionings.

General Bradley, in his testimony be-
fore the committee, said very much the
same thing, He said:

Plans for the common defense of the exist-
ing free world must provide for the security
of western Europe without abandoning these
countries to the terrors of another enemy
occupation. Only upon that premise can na-
tions closest fo the frontlers be expected to
l:ita:ke their fortunes with ours in the common

efense.

In other words, only because of the
arms program could these nations have
been expected to sign the Atlantic Pact.
That is the position of General Bradley,
who was in the negotiations throughout,
and who was somewhat franker than the
distinguished diplomats who have dealt
with the subject.

I have come reluctantly to the conclu-
sion, therefore, that the arms program
now presented to Congress must be con-
sidered an integral part of the Atlantic
Treaty.

If that is the fact, we have a very dif-
ferent problem from the one which is
urged upon us by the Committee on For-
eign Relations, by its distinguished chair-
man, by the State Department, and by
the distinguished Senator from Michigan.

First. With the arms in the pact it is
even more clear that the pact is a mili-
tary alliance, a treaty by which one na-
tion undertakes to arm half the world
against the other half, and in which all
the pact members agree to go to war
if one is attacked. It cannot be de-
seribed otherwise than a military alli-
ance. Of course, it is not like some of
the alliances in the past, although many
of them, such as the Franco-British alli-
ance prior to World War I, were entirely
defensive in character, or purported to
be. Others were offensive and defensive
alliances. I quite agree that the purpose
of this alliance is not offensive, and that
we have no offensive purpose in mind.
But it is exactly like many defensive
military alliances of the past.
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I was rather amused at General Brad-
ley’s effort to distinguish this military
alliance from others. He said:

As I see it, the purpose and meaning of
this is entirely different from the normal
military alliances as we have known them
in years past. Here we are binding our-
selves together with some other nations
who have free institutions and ideals like our
own. Some of the military alliances in the
past were a combination of people who did
not have such common ideals. Some of
them were for purposes of offense, some for
defense, that is true.

In other words, the general’s argu-
ment is that this is not a military alli-
ance because all of its members are vir-
tuous—for the moment.

‘While this is not an offensive alliance,
the line between defense and offense fo=
day is indeed a shadowy one. The Mag-
inot Line was the essence of pure de-
fense, Today it is the target of ridicule,
Every good defense includes elements of
offense. We cannot have an adequate
armament for defense which cannot be
converted overnight into a weapon of
offense, We talked of defense for years
before entering World War II while our
preparation was really for offense. The
result is, that no matter how defensive
an alliance may be, if it carries the ob-
ligation to arm it means the building up
of competitive offensive armament,
This treaty, therefore, means inevitably
an armament race, and armament races
in the past have led to war.

The United Nations looks perhaps
vainly to the reduction of armaments.
%a Atlantic Pact proposes to increase

em.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. McMAHON. Does the Senator
from Ohio think that the treaty adds
anything to the armaments race which
is now going on, and has been going on
since 19467

Mr. TAFT. Yes, I think it reempha-
sizes it, makes it much more prominent,
builds it up into a much more prominent
condition than its present condition.

Mr, McMAHON. Does the Senator
think that the treaty adds anything to
the Russian determination to increase
her divisions, her airplanes, her subma-
rines as we know she is doing? Does the
Senator believe that the treaty in any
way increases her determination to se-
cure atomic armament in quantity?

Mr. TAFT. That brings up the second
objection to which I was just about fo
address myself.

THE ATTEMPT TO ARM EUROPE MAKES WAR MORE
LIKELY

Second. The pact standing by itself
would clearly be a deterrent to war. If
Russia knows that if it starts a war it
will immediately find itself at war with
the United States, it is much less likely
to start a war. I see and believe in the
full force of that argument. That is why
I would favor the extension of the Monroe
Doctrine to Europe. But if Russia sees
itself ringed about gradually by so-called
defensive arms, from Norway and Den-
mark to Turkey and Greece, it may form
a different opinion. It may decide that
the arming of western Europe, regard-
less of its present purpose, looks to an
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attack upon Russia. Its view may be
unreasonable, and I think it is. But from
the Russian standpoint it may not seem
unreasonable. They may well decide
that if war is the certain result, that war
might better occur now rather than after
the arming of Europe is completed. In
1941, Secretary Hull sent a message to
Japan in the nature of an ultimatum
which said, in effect, that if Japan did not
withdraw from China, sooner or later
they would face a war with the United
States. The Japanese appear to have
concluded that if ultimately there was
to be such a war, it was to their interest
to have it occur at once.

The arming of western Europe can-
not be achieved overnight—in fact, it
will be years before the European nations
could resist an all-out Russian attack.
During that period, I feel that the arms
policy is more likely to incite war than
to deter it. The distinguished junior
Senator from New York, who has had so
much experience in foreign affairs, said
on March 8:

While the Soviet government has no pres-
ent intention of resorting to war as an in-
strument of national policy, nevertheless, it
can be assumed that the Soviet state should
use the Red army if its leaders felt that their
homeland was Imminently and seriously
threatened.

And he warned particularly against the
bringing of United States military might
directly to Russia’s Scandinavian border,

Answering the question of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
directly, I think this arms program will
very likely force the Russians into an
acceleration of their arms program, so
that we face an armament race, which
in the past has seldom failed ultimately
to produce war.

Third. The pact with the arms obliga-
tion, I believe, violates our obligations
under the United Nations. The pact ap-
parently is not made under articles 52 to
54 inclusive, because we do not propose
to consult the Security Council as there
contemplated, we do plan to take en-
forcement action without the authoriza-
tion of the Security Council, and we do
not plan to keep them fully informed.
The pact must, therefore, be supported
under article 51, which says:

Nothing in the present Charter shall im-
pair the inherent right of individual or col-
lective self-defense if an armed attack oc-
curs against a member of the United Nations,
until the Security Council has taken the
measures necessary to malntain international
peace and security.

I would conclude that under this ar-
ticle, member nations can enter into an
agreement binding themselves to exer-
cise this inherent right of collective self-
defense if and when an armed attack
occurs. There is nothing said about an
agreement. There is no reference to
regional understandings, as there is in
articles 52 to 54, but I assume that prob-
ably such an agreement could be en-
tered to exercise that right.

It seems clear to me, however, that
the right is to be exercised only “if an
armed attack occurs.” I do not think
article 51 extends the actual exercise of
this right to the arming of other nations
prior to the occurrence of such an at-
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tack. An undertaking by the most pow-
erful nation in the world to arm half the
world against the other half goes far
beyond any “right of collective self-de-
fense if an armed attack occurs.” It
violates the whole spirit of the United
Nations Charter. That Charter looks to
the reduction of armaments by agree-
ment between individual nations. I do
not claim that there is any direct viola-
tion of the Charter, but the Atlantic Pact
moves in exactly the opposite direction
from the purposes of the Charter and
makes a farce of further efforts to secure
international peace through law and jus-
tice. It necessarily divides the world
into two armed camps. It may be said
that the world is already so divided, but
it cannot be said that by enforcing that
division we are carrying out the spirit of
the United Nations.

Fourth, The obligation to furnish arms
is either a mere token obligation, or it is
one of vast extent. I do not know
enough about modern military equip-
ment to make any estimate. I have
heard that to provide 60 divisions, which
is said to be the very minimum necessary
and perhaps completely inadequate
against Russian attack, would cost a total
of $24,000,000,000. We are entering on a
new lend-lease. The history of these ob-
ligations has been that once begun, they
cannot bz easily brought to an end.
Furthermore if the Russian threat justi-
fies arms for all of western Europe, surely
it justifies similar arms for Nationalist
China, for Indochina, for India, and
ultimately for Japan; and in the Near
East for Iran, for Syria, and for Iraq.
There is no limit to the burden of such a
program, or its dangerous implications.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr., TYDINGS. If we found out that
Russia was arming other countries out-
side of Russia, would the Senator’s posi=-
tion on the arms provisions be the same?

Mr. TAFT. I shall discuss that ques-
tion later. I do not mind saying now
that once we enter into the pact, or do
not enter into the pact, I am quite will-
ing to consider providing arms for a par-
ticular nation to meet a particular emer-
gency. I voted for the Greek and Turk-
ish loans to provide arms. There may be
other cases. I think today the providing
of arms in support of Nationalist China,
where war is actually going on is some-
thing that I would approve, but that is a
very different thing from building up a
tremendous armament for 11 different
nations, implying so far as I can see, the
obligation to do the same thing in the
rest of the world.

In any war the result will not come
from the battle put up by the western
European countries. The outcome will
finally depend on the armed forces of
America. Let us keep our forces strong.
Let us us: the money we have for arma-
ment in building up the American Army,
the American Air Forces, and the Ameri-
can Navy. Let us keep our forces strong,
and spend the money that is available for
arms for those forces, because in the last
analysis, we will win a war only if the
United States wins the war, no matter
how we assist other nations. They may

pacity of the United States.
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be of assistance here and there. We can-
not be certain that they will fight. We
cannot be sure what their position may
be at the time. We cannot be sure that
Communists will not take control in
those nations. I believe very strongly,
as Winston Churchill said, that the world
depends on the strength of the American
Army, and the weapons which the Amer-
ican Army has.

We have chosen to give economic as-
sistance. That assistance is given on the
theory that the Russians do not contem-
plate aggressive war, but intend to fight
their battle by propaganda and a produc-
tion of chaotic economic conditions. I
believe the undertaking of both types of
assistance is beyond the economic ca-
I believe
we will have to choose whether we give
economic assistance or arms. The first,
I believe, has confributed and will con-
tribute to peace. The second, I think,
will make war more likely.

Fifth. The justification for the arms
aid rests on the necessity of defense
against Russia, but remember that once
these arms are provided, they are com-
pletely within the control of the nation
receiving them. They are subject to the
orders of those who, at the time, control
the government of the country. Those
governors may be Communists or Fas-
cists, they may be peace-loving, or they
may be aggressors. In future years, these
arms may be used against us instead of
on our side. If Russia should choose to
go to war within the next year or two,
they might easily be captured by the Rus-
sians and turned against us. We would
be playing a dangerous game if we en-
couraged every country in Europe to arm
itself to the teeth. Modern arms are
not toys.

It is said that arms given to European
countries cannot be used by them in deal-
ing with their colonial possessions out-
side the scope of the pact, but surely
anyone can see that all the armed forces
possessed by any counftry are in one pool
and that the bigger that pool is, the more
easily they can find arms to undertake
action which may be considered aggres-
sion in their colonies.

Some years ago our Army officials were
obsessed with the idea that we ought to
arm the South American nations and
send American military missions to each.
Since that time, there has been a revolu-
tion in South America every 2 months,
on the average. The arms which we
might have supplied would have been
used in civil war and would have fo-
mented civil war. I have the highest
regard for our Army officials, but they
regard everything in the light of some
particular war for which they are pre-
paring, and fail to consider the political
changes and the political problems which
may arise long before that war occurs,
if it ever does.

It is quite true that the economic aid
we are giving will be used to build up
competition for ourselves, but after all
that is in the interest of international
trade and, in the long run, we can look
after ourselves in that field. But the
assistance we give here may be used to
bring about the death of American boys
and the destruction of American cities.
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Sixth. By approving this pact with
the arms program, I believe we are comit-
ting ourselves to a particular course of
action in war which may be unwise at
the time when a war may actually de-
velop. If is one thing to agree to go to
war with Russia if it attacks western
Europe. It is another to send American
ground troops to defend Norway or Den-
mark or Holland or Italy or even France
and England. I cannot assert positively
that we are committing ourselves to a
particular type of war, but I am inclined
to think that we are. Thus, General
Bradley testified before the committee:

Finally, after studied appraisal of the fu-
ture security provisions for our country, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff are in unanimous agree-
ment that our strategy, In case we are at-
tacked—

And that means if any member-coun-
iry is attacked, if we ratify this pact—
must rely on sufficient integrated forces of
land, sea, and air power to carry the war back
to the aggressor, ultimately subjugating the
sources of his military and industrial power.
for the common defense of the exist-
free world must provide for the security
western Europe without abandoning these
tries to the terrors of another enemy oc-
pation. Only upon that premise can na-
closest to the frontiers be expected to
stake their fortunes with ours in the com-
mon defense,

This appears to contemplate a land
war with Russia on the Continent of Eu-
rope. It appears to contemplate an in-
vasion along the lines which Napoleon
and Hitler found to be impossible. It as-
serts clearly that the nations which
signed this pact expect us to send Amer-
ican troops to defend their frontiers.

If this is their expectation, I think we
are promising something we cannot do,
as I said earlier. I see no way in which
we could defend Italy, for it is not even
permitted to have an army of its own.
The defense of Norway and Denmark
would probably be impossible and, if we
are bound to do it, may result in the vain
loss of thousands of American lives. It
may be that we should conduct a war on
the Continent of Europe, even though it
involves again the sending of millions of
American boys to fight Russians who, on
land, will outnumber them four to one.
But I do not think we should commit
ourselves at the present time to any such
program or make any such promise to
our allies. We may find, if war ever
comes, that our part in the war should be
conducted from the air alone. We may
find that the occupation of an enemy
country is vain and useless if the war can
be won otherwise, by the destruction of
all of their military potentials. We
should not commit ourselves by the rati-
fication of this pact to the military as-
sistance program and the plan of cam-
paign which has apparently been prom-
ised the members of the pact.

Seventh. Finally, Mr. President, it is
becoming Increasingly apparent that
England, at least, intends to trade ex-
tensively with Russia, and inevitably the
same thing will be true of other western
European naticns. They have provided
airplane engines for Russia, heavy ma-
chinery and other equipment which can
aid the Russians’ war-making potential.
The more we take off their shoulders the

e
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burden of providing for their own de-
fense, the more free they will be to ship
steel and heavy machinery to the east.
As a matter of fact, trade between east-
ern and western Europe has prevailed for
thousands of years, and it is going to go
on, no matter what we say about it. Of
course, the recent agreement between
Russia and England is very clear evi-
dence of that fact. We are providing
extensive economic assistance. To a
large extent, economic =assistance and
aid for arms will go into the same pot.
I do not think that the American people
at this time desire to increase the over-
all aid we are giving to western Europe
with its tremendous burden on the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

Mr. President, since I feel that this
pact is inextricably linked with the arms
program, and since I believe that, so
linked, the program is a threat to the
welfare of the people of the United States,
I shall vote against the treaty.

I am quite willing to consider the pro-
viding of assistance to particular coun-
tries, at particular times, if such aid
seems at that time a real deterrent to
war, and on that principle I voted for
aid to Greece and Turkey. But that is
a very different thing from an obligation
to build up the armed forces of 11 coun-
tries, and a commitment on the Amer-
ican taxpayer for 20 years to give con-
tinued aid under circumstances of which
we have not the slightest conception to-
day. It is a very different thing from
;r:lz;ing half the world against the other

alf.

My conclusion has been reached with
the greatest discomfort. When so many
disagree with that conclusion, I must
admit that I may be completely wrong.
I do not claim to be an expert in ques-
tions of foreign policy. I would like to
be able to vote for a policy that will
commit us to war if Russia attacks west-
ern Europe. I would be glad to join
in an agreement to occupy Germany in-
definitely to guard against a third at-
tack from that quarter. I would waive
my other objections to the Atlantic Pact
if I did not feel that it was inextricably
involved with the arms program. But
I cannot escape the logic of the situation
as I see it, and therefore I cannot vote
for a treaty which, in my opinion, will
do far more to bring about a third world
war than it will ever maintain the peace
of the world.

[Applause, Senators rising.]

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, prov-
idence has so arranged it that we are
considering ratification of the North At-
lantic Treaty in the historic chamber
where the Senate met in the early years
of the Republic, when this great Federal
Union of ours was an experiment whose
testing had but begun. When the Senate
came to this city it had only 32 Members,
My own State of Tennessee was the
youngest of the 16 States that then
formed the Union, and “We the people
of the United States” were only a little
more than 5,000,000 strong.

“God works in a mysterious way His
wonders to perform.” He has blessed
this Federal Union beyond the dreams
of its founders; He has brought it to
the highest pinnacle of both power and
freedom that any people ever knew;
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He has faced it now with one of the
decisive turning periods in history; and
He has brought us now back to this hal-
lowed historic hall to make the decisions
on which this epoch will turn, for good
or for ill. I find it altogether fitting
that this should be. No surroundings
could be more conducive to wisdom than
these. They bring us all more inti-
mately together to counsel one another.
‘They evoke inspiringly the human prin-
ciples that created this Federal Union
and the great progress to which their
practice has already led. I stand here
in no little awe.

I have given the North Atlantic Treaty
the most earnest consideration of which
I am capable, and I have come to this
conclusion:

I shall vote for its ratification, with-
outf, reservation, but I consent to it only
because I see it as a necessary interim
measure, a measure that will gain the
time needed to explore ir peace a far
more promising prospect—the possibility
of eventually uniting the democracies of
the North Atlantic by our own basic Fed-
eral prineiples into a great Atlantic union
of the free.

WHAT 1S OUR PRIME POLICY?

My approach to this treaty may be
summed up as follows: First, what
should be the prime purpose of our for-
eign policy? Second, will ratification of
this treaty achieve or serve that pur-
pose?

My answer to my first question is that
the prime purpose of our foreign policy
should be to secure our free way of life
without having to fight a recurring world
war every generation to do so. Twice
ﬁlu our lifetime we have sought to gain

s.

I doubt that any of us would disagree
that this should be our basic purpose.
But policymakers are so absorbed by
day-to-day problems that they tend to
forget this purpose, and the peculiar
responsibility it places on all of us here.
To overcome dictatorship and would-be
world conquerors without war has proved
to be a far harder thing than to van-
quish it by war. It requires wisdom, vi-
sion, boldness, sacrifice even more than
does victory by war. And it requires
them of us, the older men and women;
the parents, not the children; the states-
men, not the youngsters. If we fail, then
their turn comes, and the only thing that
can save our freedom thereafter is their
sacrifice and their daring.

Twice in our lifetime we have sought
to secure our freedom without war.
Twice we have failed. Twice the boys
have had to save the day, make up for
their elders’ lack of vision, wisdom, self-
sacrifice, and courage. And twice we
have seen that merely to win by war is
no enduring answer, even though the
surrender be unconditional and we oc-
cupy Tokyo and Berlin., Twice we have
seen that all the sacrifices of our youth
cannot secure our freedom without an-
other war if their elders remain unwill-
ing to sacrifice dangerously narrow, self-
ish views, disastrously outmoded con-
cepts, fail to tackle the problem with the
vision and courage that success requires.
Twice we have failed to achieve our prime
purpose, and we dare not fail again. But
to succeed we must keep always in mind,
not only what our purpose is, but the
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special responsibility it places on each
of us here in the Senate.
WILL RATIFICATION ACHIEVE OUR PURPOSE?

In this spirit I would approach the
second question: Will ratification of the
North Atlantic Treaty achieve or serve
this prime purpose? The question is in-
volved, and the answer can only bhe
reached after considerable weighing of
the lessons of history. In the end the
answer, in my opinion, must de definitely
in the affirmative.

Unquestionably this treaty represents
a profound change in the policy of this
Republic. We cannot be unmindful of
that, in this hall which takes us back
to the days of Jefferson’s first inaugural,
when he laid down the policy of “en-
tangling alliances with none.” But this
small chamber reminds us too of the
vast changes that have since occurred,
not only in the power and status of this
Union in the world, but also in science
and technology, in the means of com-
munication, and of destruction.

When Senator Andrew Jackson came
to represent my own State of Tennessee
in this hall in 1823, he had to make the
trip of 860 miles on horseback, all ex-
cept the last leg of it, from Staunton,
Va., to this city, which he made by ship,
and even that short leg took him 5 days.
Now I can make that trip from Ten-
nessee in fewer hours than it took An-
drew Jackson weeks.

Wisdom counsels us to cling to poli-
cies that have long served us well. We
have, until recent years, clung tightly
to the Jeffersonian policy. We sought to
achieve our prime purpose, of securing
our free way of life without world war,
by neutrality in 1914, when the airplane
was in its infancy, and we failed. We
clung to it still, rejected the Wilsonian
guaranty of France and the Covenant
of the League of Nations as entangling
alliances, and relied on neutrality to
achieve our purpose. Again we failed
and much more disastrously than be-
fore. In 1941, the airplane was only in
its childhood, yet it proved capable of
destroying overnight the control of the
Pacific on which we had spent billions.
At the time of the Pearl Harbor disaster,
the airplane had not yet burst through
the sound barriers to speeds that seem
fabulous now, but will no doubt seem
slow in 1960 or 1970. Neutrality and
isolationism failed dismally to save us
when the guided missile and the atomic
bomb were still unborn. Save at the
cost of still worse catastrophe, we cannot
continue to cling to such policies while
these fearful weapons are growing by
jumps and by jets.

If wisdom counsels us not to abandon
lightly policies that have long proved
good, it tells us too, not to cling to them
blindly when they are producing worse
and worse disasters. It reminds us that
policies that worked in one set of con-
ditions may fail in others, and that when
they do we must adapt ourselves to the
world we live in or we will perish.

The fact that this treaty marks a de-
cided change from the Jeffersonian pol-
iey is, therefore, no longer an argument
against it; it is rather an argument for
it, since safety compels us to make some
decided changes. We cannot be more
entangled by a treaty than we already
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are by the facts of modern life, and it
behooves us to remember that these con-
ditions of life tend to entangle us more
and more every year, not less and less.

That the Senate and the people of the
United States have already recognized
this is proved by their overwhelming ac-
ceptance of the Charter of the United
Nations. That represents no little
change, but unhappily it is only too evi-
dent that, with all the good that the
United Nations does and that more than
justifies our continued support of it, the
United Nations is not strong enough, as
it stands, to achieve our purpose. It
must be greatly strengthened, but it is
evident that it must be strengthened in
some way that cannot be vetoed by a
potential aggressor. Consequently, it
must be strengthened in some way that
involves no amendment of the charter.

The North Atlantic Treaty meets this
first test; it requires no change in the
charter. It is made under the permis-
sion which the charter expressly grants.
Does it, however, strengthen the forces
of peace enough to achieve our prime
purpose? I sympathize fully with the
misgivings that many have in this re-
gard. And here I would pause to pay a
tribute to the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Missouri and the junior Senator
from Utah whose earnest desire to get at
the truth first-hand led them to partici-
pate in the hearings of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on this treaty, and to
that committee and its eminent chair-
man for permitting them to do this. I
think they have done us all a service
thereby and brought out many facets of
this difficult problem that might not
otherwise have been seen,

THE DILEMMA WE FACE

Certainly the result has been to make
clearer a basic dilemma that lies at the
heart of this treaty. As was said by
the Senator from Utah [Mr. WaTkinsl,
in the Senate June 1, many believe that
by this treaty “we can give positive as-
surance of our help to our European al-
lies and at the same time preserve free-
dom of action by Congress.” The di-
lemma is that the more positive assur-
ance of help we give, the less we can
preserve our freedom of action, and the
more we preserve it, the less certain is
our aid to our allies. The treaty's care-
fully worded text seeks to balance on
both horns of this dilemma, and does
this, in my judgment, about as well as
can be done.

If we strengthened thz treaty’s posi-
tive assurance to our allies to the point
where the alliance was automatic, we
would not only be disregarding consti-
tutional processes which we are bound to
maintain, but we would be incurring the
danger of handing a blank check to
nations who would remain free to follow
policies that could lead to war. They
would each retain their independent
sovereignty not-only as regards policy
but as regards their armed forces; and
the more automatic our guaranty to come
to their aid if they got into war, no mat-
ter what they did, the more ineffective
would be the voice we had in shaping
their peacetime policies.

On the other horn of the dilemma, if
we seek by reservations to emphasize our
constitutional processes and our free-
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dom of action more than the treaty al-
ready does, we fall into the danger of
encouraging the potential aggressor to
attack in the belief that we will not
come to the aid of our allies, or will come
too slowly or too late. There is no safe-
ty in this course either.

Certainly any step we take in this di-
rection would weaken the effect of the
treaty in preserving peace. At best,
the adoption of any reservations, how-
ever good in themselves or well-inten-
tioned, would encourage doubt as regards
the treaty, if only by requiring the re-
opening of negotiations and delaying
its going into effect. Consequently, I
would vote against any reservation to
the treaty.

The question is, Does this treaty
strengthen the forces of peace enough
to achieve our prime purpose? The
more we try to keep from being entangled
by the treaty, the weaker it becomes.
What good are such efforts to pull away
from the full implications of the treaty,
especially since the situation is such that
we are bound to be entangled in any
major war, treaty or no treaty and no
matter what reservations are made to it.

The chief objection to the treaty, it
seems to me, is rather that at best it
cannot be relied on to strengthen the
side of peace enough to achieve our prime
purpose. Alliances are notoriously un-
reliable, even the most automatic ones.
Back in 1788, Alexander Hamilton
pointed out in No. 15 of the Federalist:

In the early part of the present century
there was an epldemical rage in Europe for
this species of compacts, from which the
politiclans of the times fondly hoped for
benefits which were never realized. With a
view to establishing the equilibrium of
power and the peace of that part of the
world, all the resources of negotiation were
exhausted, and triple and quadruple alliances
were formed; but they were scarcely formed
before they were broken, giving an instruc-
tive but afflicting lesson to mankind, how
little dependence is to be placed on treatles
which have no other sanction than the obli-
gations of good faith.

The lesson was not learned, and the
afflictions have continued. Consider
merely the record in our own time, Can
any Senator name a single alliance in
this tumultuous period that achieved the
purpose for which it was made? I hope
there is at least one exception—though
that would only help prove the rule—but
I have looked in vain for it.

Just as this alliance was negotiated
as a means of achieving cur purpose
without war, so every alliance was made
to achieve without war the ends of its
signers. Yet Germany, Austria, and
Italy did not aveid World War I through
the Dual and Triple Alliances. Nor did
France, Britain, and Russia avoid war
through the Entente Cordiale and the
Triple Entente and the Franco-Russian
Alliance. The Locarno Treaty of mutual
guaranty; the Little Entente; the
Franco-Polish, the Franco-Czech, the
Franco-Yugoslav, the Franeo-Rumanian,
the Franco-Soviet, and the Franco-
British Alliances; the Axis alliances;
none of these served to gain the purpose
of any ally of winning without World
War IL

A worse record could hardly be imag-
ined, but the record is in fact, still worse.
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Not only did all these alliances fail to
save a single ally from war; they did not
even suffice to win the war for any of
them. The Triple Entente did not win
World War I; it broke down with the
Russian revolution in 1917. The Franco-
British alliance did not win World War
II; it broke down even earlier, less than a
year after the war began. Both wars
were won only after the United States
was drawn into them.
THE GREAT WEAKNESS IN ALLIANCES

The great weakness in the alliance
method which is responsible for this sorry
record is the uncertainty that lies at the
heart of any such treaty. However un-
equivocal its text may seem, the fact re-
mains that each ally retains his sover=
eign power to interpret the terms of the
treaty to suit his own interests. This is
inherent in the very nature of an al-
liance in the fact that it is an agreement
between sovereign states, in contradis-
tinetion, for example, to a federal union
constitution, which is an agreement
made by sovereign citizens. If is thisun-
certainty about whether an alliance will
function or not at the showdown that
leads to their failure. It encourages the
adversary to hope that he can contrive to
split the allies apart, and it makes each
ally continually fear that he will be left
in the lurch by the others just when he
is most in need of aid. I have heard not
a few Americans express doubt that we
could depend on certain of our allies un-
der this treaty in the event of war, par-
ticularly if we were attacked in the Far
East. I understand there are Europeans
who express the same doubt about our
coming to their aid if they are attacked,
particularly at a time when our occupy=-
ing troops in Europe have been with-
drawn.

Yet there are those who would have us
increase with reservations the uncertain-
ty that is inherent in this treaty, and
that makes it already so doubtful an in-
strument for the achievement of our
prime purpose.

How far, our constitutional rights are
already safeguarded in this Treaty was
brought out by that eminent jurist, Owen
J. Roberts, former Associate Justice of
the United States Supreme Court. On
May 6 he testified before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee in favor of
ratification of the treaty as a step toward
the formation of an Atlantic Federal
Union, a fact that greatly encourages me
in taking the same stand. On page 556
of the report of these committee hear-
ings, I find this passage:

Mr. RoserTs. I suppose you realize that al-
though this treaty is a 20-year treaty, the
body of which you are a member could re-
voke it in 2 years, under our present Con-
stitution.

Senator DonNELL, You do not mean the
Senate could do it?

Mr. RoeerTs. I mean Congress could do it.

SBenator DoNNELL. Under what provision do
you mean? The provision in regard to 2
years beyond which provisions for war can-
not be—— .

Mr. Roperts. No. I mean the treaties of
the United States are on the same parity
with law.

I think you are familiar with the fact that
a law passed by Congress inconsistent with
the treaty repeals the treaty.
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Senat(r DoNNEeLL. That s correct. But I
understood you to say something about 2
years.

Mr. RoBErts, I say 2 years, b years, or 10
years.

We may feel confident that once this
treaty is ratified, Congress will not ex-
ercise this power to revoke it in whole or
in part. But I submit that the issue
does not turn only on our own certainty
as to what we shall do. The value of this
treaty in achieving our prime purpose of
securing freedom without war turns also
on whether all our allies will share this
confidence that we shall never exercise
this power. It turns even more on
whether the master of the Kremlin be-
lieves in our good faith as we do, and
in that of our allies as they do. Does
anyone think that he holds this high
opinion of any of us? Does anyone be-
lieve that he would put it beyond Con-
gress to use this power to revoke the
treaty whenever Congress thought this
suited the interests of the United States?

Surely, the more the Kremlin doubts
that this treaty will be carried out, the
less it will be discouraged from aggres-
sion and the less we are likely to achieve
by this treaty our prime purpose of se-
curing freedom without war. So the
treaty does not prevent us from heing
exposed to this danger.

WHY THE PACT SHOULD BE RATIFIED

Since an alliance is usually an unreli-
alle means of preventing war, it may
well be asked why we should ratify this
treaty.

My answer is that we should ratify it
because of certain practical considera-
tions. However poor a reed we may
consider this treaty, it has already been
signed. Refusal to ratify it now, be-
cause it fails to remove entirely the un-
certainty that makes for war, would not
lessen that uncertainty, but increase it
to the highest degree. We should not
forget, much as we should deplore, that
the memory of the Senate’s rejection of
the League of Nations Covenant after
President Wilson had signed it, and of
the revised World Court protocol after
that great Republican statesman, Elihu
Root, negotiated it at Geneva in 1929,
already makes many Europeans regard
the United States as a very uncertain
quantity. Nothing could strengthen
this feeling more than our refusal now
to ratify this treaty. Only the potential
aggressor could gain by such an upset—
and what encouragement he would gain.

Moreover, our Government in nego-
tiating this treaty was dealing with an
urgent situation. The blockade of Ber-
lin, we should not forget, was at its
height when these negotiations began,
The fears it roused were retarding the
recovery of our friends in western Eu-
rope. They needed reassurance, and
they needed it quickly. This treaty,
with all its faults, was the quickest prac-
ticable means of reassuring them.

Although the treaty is too uncertain
an instrument to be trusted perma-
nently to achieve our prime purpose, it
can be very useful as a means of gaining
the time we need to work out the instru-
ment that will do that job. Although
alliances may not suffice to prevent war
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very long, they have served to defer
war. The trouble has been that their
supporters have failed to use this time
wisely, failed to use it promptly to re-
place the alliance with something much
more reliable. That something is, in
my judgment, our own United States
Federal union system. The recent for-
mation of the Atlantic Union Commit-
tee and the support it is receiving greatly
enceurages me to believe that if we
ratify this treaty the time we gain by it
will be thus wisely employed. This com-
mittee proposes that first we ratify this
treaty and next we pass a resolution in-
viting its sponsors to meet with our dele-
gates in a convention to explore the
possibilities of uniting them, within the
framework of the United Nations, in a
Federal union, limited though it might
be. Admittedly it would have to be a
limited federation to begin with, but a
start can and should be made. All three
of the committee’s leading officers testi-
fied before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in support of this policy and I
would earnestly commend their testi-
mony to the study of my fellow Senators.
It will be evident that this policy has
already passed a very careful scrutiny
by men of the highest level of experience,
whose judgment we all respect, when I
say that these three leaders of the At-
lantic Union Committee are: President,
former Justice Owen J. Roberts of the
United States Supreme Court; vice pres-
ident, Robert P. Patterson, former Sec-
retary of War; and Will A. Clayton, for-
mer Under Secretary of State for Eco-
nomic Affairs.
FEDERAL UNION WOULD ACHIEVE OUR PURPOSE

What is this proposal of Atlantic
union? In essence, it means that we
would rely for thé achievement of our
prime purpose not merely on the preser-
vation of our constitutional processes,
but on the extension of these constitu-
tional processes to govern our relations
in this field with the other democracies
of the North Atlantic.

Much has been said of the United
States Constitution in the discussion of
this treaty, but it seems to have been
forgotten that our Constitution is itself a
foreign policy. It originated as a basic
foreign policy to govern the relations of
sovereign States with each other, and
with all the rest of the world. It began
as an answer to the kind of problem we
and the other Aflantic democracies now
face, how to secure our liberty without
another war. It began when an attempt
to solve this problem by an alliance—the
Articles of Confederation, in some re-
spects much closer and stronger than the
treaty before us—had failed to work
even among 13 States whose people had
more bonds in common than the 12 sig-
natories of the North Atlantic Treaty.

Faced with the dangers of war, de-
pression, unemployment, inflation de-
spite their Articles of Confederation, the
delegates of the earliest Atlantic democ-
racies met in a convention at Philadel-
phia in 1787—met, to quote one of them,
William Paterson of New Jersey, “as the
deputies of 13 independent, sovereign
States.” There they worked out our Fed-
eral Constitution ac the solution to their
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common problem in foreign policy, as the
basis of their relations with each other.

They adopted it, as its preamble states,
“in order to form a more perfect union,
establish justice, insure domestic tran-
quillity, provide for the common defense,
promote the general welfare, and secure
the blessings of liberty to ourselves and
our posterity.”

How much we are reminded of this pre-
amble by these objectives listed in the
preamble of the treaty now before us:

To safeguard the freedom, common herit-
age, and civilization of their peoples, founded
on the principles of democracy, individual
liberty and the rule of law * * * to
promote stability and well-being in the
North Atlantic area * * * to unite their
efforts for collective defense and for the
preservation of peace and securlty.

The objectives are basically the same,
now as then, but how different the policy
for achieving these objectives. The
North Atlantic Treaty, like the Articles
of Confederation, forms a mere alliance
of governments; the Constitution of the
United States formed a Federal Union
of their people, with powers divided be-
tween their new common government
and their separate State governments
with a view to securing thereby the free-
dom, prosperity and peace of all their
citizens, and keeping government obe-
dient to them.

With this Federal Union man-to-man
instead of government-to-government
policy toward each other, the people of
the 13 States peacefully settled 11 terri-
torial disputes in which their govern-
ments were engaged under the Articles
of Confederation—disputes that in some
cases threatened peace. They quickly
put the dollar—then “not worth a con-
tinental”—on a firm foundation, changed
bankruptey to boom, converted depres-
sion into the greatest and most endur-
ing prosperity the world has ever known.
THE CONSTITUTION—OUR FORGOTTEN FOREIGN

POLICY

The history of the United States since
the establishment of the Constitution
down to our times has been the exten-
sion of this foreign policy of federating
with men instead of merely allying with
States. This policy of Federal Union
which once governed the relations of only
13 States and hardly 3,000,000 free peo-
ple now governs the relations of 48 States
and 143,000,000 free people of all creeds,
colors, and nationalities, It has not
been perfect,.but it has secured unprece-
dented liberty, prosperity, and peace
to the citizens of every State that
adopted it.

With one exception every generation
of our people has gone on extending to
more and more States and more and more
men this policy of a common free gov-
ernment, a common defense force, a
common currency, a common postage
stamp, a common market, a common bill
of rights, a common guarantee of the
independent right of the people of each
State in the Union, large or small, to gov-
ern themselves as they see fit in every
field which they have not transferred to
the Federal Union.

The one exception, the one generation
that has not gone on extending the area
governed by this great foreign policy that
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converts foreign relations into domestic
relations—is our own generation. We
have mistaken the Constitution for a
purely domestic or national policy. Both
our great parties and all their adminis-
trations have forgotten, through all the
problem-crowded years since 1914, that
the Constitution began as a foreign
policy, and has proved ever since the
best foreign policy that any free people
can practice toward other free peoples.
During this period they and the great
institutions that specialize in interna-
tional relations and peace have been ex-
ploring and propagating all kinds of solu-
tions to our foreign problem—all, that is,
but the one which the Federal Constitu-
tion itself represents. The result is that
we have gone from one world war to an-
other world war, from one league to
another., We have gone from conflict
with one aggressive autocrat to a still
more menacing one. For all our plans
and policies, and for all our poured-out
treasure and blood, we find ourselves with
recovery receding and bankruptey
threatening part of the free. And we
face a formidable dictatorship whose
knout rules from Berlin to the Sea of
Japan, whose lieutenants have only
recently overrun China and whose fifth
columnists are to be found in every
nation.

It is high time, I say, that our Federal
Union Constitution ceased to be the for-
gotten foreign policy of the United States.

SEVEN REASONS FOR EXPLORING UNION

Consider for a moment the great and
immediate advantages we would gain if
we followed up the ratification of the
North Atlantic Treaty by calling in our
time another Federal convention merely
to explore, with the other sponsors of
this pact, the possibilities of achieving
our prime purpose—and theirs—by ap-
plying the principles of our Constitution
to form another, though limited, a great
Atlantic union of the free. Let me men-
tion only seven of the advantages to be
gained merely by attempting to work out
a similar, though presently, constitution
with them:

IT STRENGTHENS THE FRESENT PACT

First. By promptly following up the
pact with the convocation of this fed-
eral convention, we give—and get—a
much stronger guaranty than we do by
the present treaty. The potential ag-
gressor then will know for certain that
if he attacks any of the democracies at
the convention all the others will spring
to its rescue. No one can doubt that
every signatory of the pact would thus
react if another member were attacked
while sitting in a constitutional conven-
tion with it. The best guaranty is thus
given each democracy by all—the kind
of guaranty that is needed to impress all
the world and Moscow most of all—and
yet it involves no further legal commit-
ment.

AIMS AT FORMIDAELE FORCE

Second. The Kremlin would know that
a federal convention meant that we were
working on something far more formid-
able than the best staff agreements that
can be made under an alliance—that the
democracies were aiming to create a fed-
eral defense force.
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WOULD CUT COST OF DEFENSE

Third. By the same token the Kremlin
would also know that the democracies
were on the road toward securing much
stronger armed power at much less cost—
thus freeing more production for civilian
recovery, and ending the Soviet hope of
economic disaster delivering Europe to
communism without a battle.

FACES DICTATOR WITH DILEMMA

Fourth. The Kremlin would be thrown
at once into this dilemma: The more hos-
tile it was toward the convention, the
more it would thereby hasten the last
thing the Kremlin could want—agree-
ment by the Atlantic democracies on a
federal constitution.

ETIMULATES RECOVERY

Fifth. The calling of the convention
would not interfere with the work of
the ECA or with the creation of the
council which the North Atlantic Treaty
calls for, or its implementation in other
respects, or the rearmament of western
Europe. It would allow us to supple:
ment these first-aid measures by tackling
simultaneously the three major ques-
tions—economie, monetary, and mili-
tary—which we are now trying to handle
only piecemeal. The fact is that they
are so closely interrelated that the best
hope of solving them lies in wrapping
them up in one package—as was done
in the Federal Convention which framed
our Constitution in 1787.

Psychology plays an important role in
business affairs. Merely by rousing the
hope of ending such problems as the
dollar shortage, through the creation of
a common currency, and the immense
stimulus to production that federation
brings, the calling of the convention
would help prevent the present recession
from developing disastrously.

TAKES DICTATOR BY SURPRISE

Sixth. The psychological side is no less
important as regards the cold war. To
overcome dictatorship by the other kind
of war the young, as I said earlier, have
to be bold. The achievement of our
prime purpose of decisively turning the
tide against dictatorship without war re-

* quires boldness, too, but not in the boys—

it requires us, here in this Hall and in -
the executive department. It requires
us to “get there fustest with the mostest,”
to take the aging revolutionists in the
Kremlin by surprise, to rock them off
their balance by swiftly following rati-
fication of this North Atlantic Treaty
with the calling of an Atlantic Federal
Convention. Our ratification of this
treaty will surprise no one, and certainly
not the Kremlin. But for us to call
this constitutional convention will do
more than make dictators feel weak in
the knees. It will come as a great and
pleasant surprise to many Americans.
It will give all our citizens, and free
men and women everywhere, thé un-
beatable feeling that comes when your
free institutions surpass your fondest
hopes just when you feared they were
failing.
COMMITS US ONLY TO EEPLORE UNION

Seventh. By merely calling this con-
vention, we get all these advantages, and
this added one, too: We gain all this with
no commitment except the ohligation
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to explore as earnestly and carefully and
honestly as we can the possibility of
federating with other democracies on the
basis of our own constitutional princi-
ples. Impressive as the term, “Constitu-
tional Convention,” rightly is, yet such
a convention cannot possibly commit
those who call or attend it to anything
more than a serious attempt to work out
a better system of governing their rela-
tions than the one that exists. To stress
this point is not to finagle, or deprive the
convention of its psychological effect.
Democracy itself forbids any democracy
to commit its people to any constitution
before they have seen it.

Democracy requires us and every de=
mocracy to reserve to the people the right
to ratify or reject any constitution a con-
vention may draft. We can lose nothing
by calling this convention—and we stand
{0 gain more than anyone can imagine.

PUBLIC REACTION TO UNION PROPOSAL

The question naturally arises as to
what support this proposal for a conven-
tion to explore the possibilities of a North
Atlantic federation has among the
people of this country and all the other
Atlantic union nations. I have a definite
feeling that the people are far ahead of
us Members of Congress in their thinking
on means and methods of maintaining
peace, All the polls show that the people
definitely want our country to take the
lead in this regard.

In the State of Tennessee, in the last
election, I made the proposal for a limit-
ed federal union of the North Atlantic
democracies an issue in the campaign
and the proposal met a hearty response
{from the people of the “volunteer” State.
Other Members of the Senate and of the
House of Representatives from other
States have told me that they had simi-
lar experiences in their campaigns. The
people unquestionably want Congress to
take those steps that may be best cal-
culated to preserve peace and avoid a
third and devastating world war.

The people of the other nations in-
volved have the same attitude, in my
opinion. I have had the opportunity

of talking with a number of members -

of some of the legislative bodies of the
various countries included in the Atlan-
tic Pact and with private citizens of
those countries. They agree that the
treaty is a useful and necessary interim
measure, but that we can never have a
real unification of the armed forces of
the nations involved, or & common for-
eign policy, or a necessary economic
cooperation until we have a limited fed-
eration. The attitude of most states-
men of other North Atlantic democracies
with whom I have talked is very well
summed up by an expression of Jean
Monnet, who is a distinguished French
leader and statesman, In the Chicago
Sun of June 11, 1949, Monsieur Monnet
is quoted as saying:

Now it seems quite certain to me that,
if left to ourselves, we of western Europe
will orgunize nothing that matters. We
will talk a lot and make some little arrange-
ments between countries that actually don't
count every much.

We will have all kinds of treaties, pacts,
alliances, unions, councils, leagues. But no
one European country will give up any-
thing it considers important for the sake of
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the larger unity. France and Britaln won’t
get together, as they must, and decide what
must be done with the Germans.

There is one big hope at present, but I
am rather inclined to think it is only a
hope. If your Government In Washington
were willing to offer free Europe an Atlantlc
federation, an Atlantic soclety, it might
awaken us to the revolutionary possibilities
of our age.

THE HOOVER COMMISSION
MENDATIONS

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
was very much disturbed when the
President today sent down his request to
the Congress for action in this session—
disturbed not by what was contained in
the request or by the action he asked
us to take, but by the very significant
omission. I believe all of us have con-
sidered the streamlining of the Federal
Government, following through on vari-
ous of the important Hoover Commission
recommendations, as one, if not the most
important of the tasks with which we
have to deal.

The President has led the country to
believe, by statements he had made, that
he is behind the Hoover Commission
recommendations. He has led the Na-
tion to believe that we should practice
economy where it can be done without
impairing the services that the people
receive from our Government. He has
publicly, as I recall, admitted that if
we put into effect the Hoover recom-
mendations, the services which the
people receive will not be impaired, and
that tremendous economy can be
effected.

Mr. President, I frankly cannot under=-
stand the action of the President today
when he made the request for certain
actions on the part of the Congress and
made no mention whatsoever, even by
inference, of the Hoover Commission
recommendations, In effect that means
that the President has today asked the

RECOM-

Congress to adjourn without passing a .

single additional one of the Hoover Com-
mission recommendations. I think it
would be nothing less than a tragedy if
the Congress adjourns without passing
any further legislation recommended by
the Hoover Commission. I think we
should stay in session until we pass all
the bills dealing with the major Hoover
Commission recommendations. I think
the very minimum action we should take
is the passage of the bills dealing with
Personnel and the Postal Department.
Those bills are pending before a Senate
committee and a House committee. Mr.
Hoover has wholeheartedly endorsed
those two bills, and has stated that a
combination of the two will save roughly
$800,000,000 a year without in any way
impairing the services anyone receives
from the Government,

As we know, the Hoover Commission
made 19 reports. Each report contains
major recommendations. The Presi-
dent sent down seven plans, which al-
legedly—I emphasize the word “al-
legedly"—which allegedly conform to
the Hoover Commission recommenda-
tions. However, upon examining those
plans we can see that is not true. They
cover but abbreviated sections of the re-
ports. For example, his plan covering
the Labor Department contains only
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one-fifth of the recommendations made
by the Hoover Commission.

I do sincerely hope, Mr, President,
that both the Senate and the House re-
fuse to follow the President's recommen-
dation that we adjourn without doing
anything further respecting the Hoover
Commission reports. In fact, I think—
and I weigh my words well when I say
this—I think that the President’'s action
in misleading the public into believing
that he favors this type of sensible econ-
omy, this economy which can in no way
adversely affect anyone, misleading the
public into believing that he favors that
economy and then turning around today
and saying by inference, “I want the
Congress to adjourn without passing a
single one of those bills"—is a very,
very shameful act on the part of the
President of the United States.

THE SITUATION IN THE FAR EAST

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
desire to speak very briefly, and then ask
to have inserted in the RECORD as a part
of my remarks several newspaper and
magazine articles relating to the situa-
tion in the Far East. First, I wish to
refer to the treatment of one of the vice
consuls in the city of Shanghai. The
late press dispatches and word I have
received from those in the Department
indicate that the representative of the
American Government was badly beaten
during the period of his incarceration
and following his arrest. He was held
incommunicado for a period of time.
The official representatives of the
United States Government had difficulty
in getting to him, and at least a couple
of days passed before they were finally
able to bring about his release.

Mr. President, those in charge of the
far eastern policy of the Government of
the United States have a considerable
responsibility on their shoulders in re-
gard to this matter, For a period of now
several years, the American consul in
Mukden has been practically held with-
in the compound. During the period of
time we left the American Ambassador
in Nanking the Senate will recall that
the Chinese Communist soldiers entered
the embassy compound, forced their way
into the Ambassador’s bedroom, and
beat one of his secretaries in the proc-
ess, though they did not harm the Am-
bassador himself. This latest incident
in Shanghai is another indication of
what we may expect from the Commu-
nist forces which have overrun a con-
siderable part of China.

Mr. President, the reason I say that
we have a considerable responsibility is
because we exercise considerable influ-
ence. The proper thing for the Ameri-
can Ambassador to have done was to
have followed the Government which is
the recognized Government of China.
The American Ambassador has no busi-
ness being in Nanking at the present
time. Some of the other nations fol-
lowed the Government of China to Can-
ton. The Russian Government correctly
sent their ambassador to follow the Gov-
ernment which is the recognized Govern-
ment of China. It seems to me that the
State Department, if they have not
already done so, should instruct the
American Ambassador to go to the seat
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of the Government of China, and that is
in Canton.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed as a part of my re-
marks an article which appeared in the
New York Herald Tribune under date of
July 9, which deals with the case of Wil-
liam B. Olive, American vice consul in
Shanghai.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

AMERICANS IN CHINA

Mistreatment of Americans by the Chinese
Communists is becoming more serious, Wil-
liam B. Olive, an American vice consul, was
arrested and beaten by police in Shanghal
after his jeep became entangled in a traffic
jam caused by a parade. Members of the
American consular staff at Mukden in Man-
churia, virtual prisoners for months and
denied communication with Washington un-
til recently, are now to be “permitted” to
depart. An American editor in Shanghal,
Randall Gould, has been compelled to make
a public apology because of a ludicrous com-
plaint against his wife. The charge against
Mrs. Gould, a woman of modest size and
strength, was that she injured several Chi-
nese when she pushed her way through a
group demonstrating at her door.

These reprehensible acts of the Commu-
nists are easily explained. The principal
cause is the need of the Chinese Reds to ob-
scure the fact that the real imperialists in
Asta tfoday are their Russian friends and
allies. The Soviet Union has virtually taken
over Manchuria after stripping it of the in-
dustrial machinery that might have been
used to make China strong and prosperous.
Although Manchuria is Chinese in every
sense—legally, by population, by language,
and by culture—it is now governed from
Moscow. In addition, the Soviet Union has
literally taken possession of the small state
of Tannu Tuva, has Outer Mongolia as a
satellite, and is gradually extending its in-
fluence in Chinese Turkestan. Beyond all
this, of course, Moscow is the ideological
home of the Chinese Reds. They follow
every swerve and twist of Moscow’s propa-
ganda line, no matter how Injurious to
China's interests the line may be.

'To distract attention from the imperial-
ism of the Soviet Union, which so much re-
sembles that of the Russian czars, the Chi-
nese Communists constantly attack Ameri-
cans in general as imperialists and try to
arouse the anger of the people against any

individual Americans who happen to be con- *

venient vietims. They are conscious of the
wrath against the Soviet Union that would
be aroused in China if the truth about what
it is doing were generally known. Their
need to conceal the activities of the Russians
is so great that they are adopting extreme
measures to achieve their purpose.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr., President, I
also desire to have printed as a part of
my remarks an editorial entitled “Policy
in the Far East,” recently published in
the Washingion Daily News.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

POLICY IN THE FAR EAST

Senator ENOowLAND, of California, submits
that the United States should have an in-
telligent, sound policy in the Far East.
That it should be consistent with the Amer-
ican position in Europe, instead of encour-
aging communism in China as the State De-
partment has been doing.

He is supporting the Atlantic Pact, regard-
ing it as vital to American defense and to
world peace. But it does not make sense to
him, he says, to guard our front door on the
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Atlantic while leaving open our back door
on the Pacific,

We do not see how the State Department’s
present position could make sense to anyone.
If international communism is a threat to
us, and certainly it is, this country should
be opposing it everywhere, not making con-
cessions to it in Asia while trying to block it
in Europe.

There is immediate occasion for alarm
about the situation in the Far East, where
communism actually is on the march.
While the State Department waits for the
dust to settle in China the rest of Asia is
being exposed. There is shooting in Burma
and Indochina. The Communist rebels
there may be reinforced at any time by Red
armies pushing southward from China.
Border skirmishes are broadening into civil
war in Korea. If South Eorea falls to the
Reds, Japan may be the next target.

So far, the State Department’s only reply
to Senator Enowranp's legitimate demand
for a statement of American policy has been
to repeat that a white paper is in preparation
which will reveal the alleged corruption and
inadequacies of Nationalist China under the
Chiang Kal-shek regime. As if that had
anything to do with what the Senator is
talking about.

The primary concern of the American
people 1s their own security—not the merits
or demerits of any regime in China, past or
present. This is something the State De-
partment's Office of Far Eastern Aflalrs does
not seem to understand. It has been work-
ing so long to build a case for the Chinese
Communists that it cannot see any relation-
ship between communism in China and in-
ternational ‘communism.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 1
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks an editorial entitled
“Abandoned Ally,” published in the New
York Mirror of June 7, 1949. It deals
with the American treatment of the Na-
tional Government in China.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

ABANDONED ALLY

Chiang Kai-shek should be one of the
world’s most discouraged men, and he has
reason to be utterly disillusioned about his
erstwhile ally, the United States.

What our State Department has done to
Nationalist China constitutes a most tragic
sell-out.

In the crimes of Yalta and Tehran, the
then rulers of this country acquiesced in the
partition and disruption of China by Soviet
Russia—even at that time a grudging co-
belligerent and now a declared enemy dedi-
cated to world conquest.

In the dismal Marshall mission to China,
this country actually maintained that the
Communist elements must be welcomed by
Chiang in the formation of a coalition gov-
ernment and an armistice was forced which
weakened the successful Nationalist Armies
and allowed the Communists—ably abetted
directly by Moscow—time to prepare for the
offensive which now threatens not China
alone, but all Asia, including India.

While United States resources are poured
extravagantly into Europe with the an-
nounced intent of halting communism, the
Red wave moves over Asia unopposed by the
United States.

Not only unopposed.

Roscoe Pound, dean emeritus of the Har-
vard Law School, charges our State Depart-
ment has aided the China Reds and Is maneu-
vering to extend them recognition and eco-
nomic support.

“Instead of ranging ourselves with consti-
tutional government in China," he says, “we
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have been doing what we could to destroy it
and are threatening constitutional govern-
ment everywhere.”

One wonders what sort of a “house divided
against itself” our State Department is.

The situation in China is admittedly bad,
but not irredeemable.

A great message of hope, which should
reassure the free world, has just come from
Chiang Kai-shek in his interview with How-
ard Handleman, far-eastern director of In-
ternational News Service.

The Chinese leader, successor to the great
Sun Yat Sen, reveals that a master strategy
plan has been drawn up by Nationalist po-
litical and military leaders and that, with
even a minimum of American aid, the Chi-
nese Communists can be beaten before they
overrun Asia and make World War III in-
evitable. He sald:

“The fight against communism in China
is a fight for the peace and security of the
free world * * * I take it that the
United States, with which we fought together
and bled together, will not be indifferent
to what is going on in China.”

The United States—if by that is meant
the American people—is indeed not indif-
ferent.

The indifference has been in our State De-
partment, with its double-dealing policies
and its failure to extend even the moral sup-
port of the United States to Nationalist
China.

The chips are down all over the world.

Communism in China is no different from
communism in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hun-
gary, or the SBoviet Union itself.

It is directed by the Kremlin and its alle-
giance is to the Kremlin.

Even a statement of our traditional
friendship for free China would be of im-
measurable value at this time.

Even a minimum of American arms and a
fraction of the wealth that is being flooded
upon Europe can forestall incalculable
misery.

The decision must be made and made now.

This is the people’s issue. Our State De-
partment, still infected with rotten Red
apples, must not be permitted to mortgage
the people’s safety by the callous abandon-
ment of a great ally.

Mr, KNOWLAND, Mr, President, for
a long time a great deal of “hogwash”
was put out by some of those closely con-
nected with the Government of the
United States, to the general effect that
the Communists in China were really
only agrarian liberals. I do not think
that even those who participated in dis-
seminating that misinformation to the
American people now believe it, because
Mao Tse-tung himself has indicated just
where the Communists of China stand.

There recently came into my possession
a document which I think every Member
of the Senate should read. I shall not
ask that it be printed in the Recorp, be-
cause it is somewhat long; but I shall cer-
tainly make my copy available, and per-
haps additional copies can be obtained.
It is entitled “Constitution of the Chi-
nese Communist Party Adopted by the
Seventh National Party Congress, Yenan,
June 11, 1945.” It was translated and
edited under the supervision of Mr, H.
Arthur Steiner, professor of political
science at the University of California,
at Los Angeles, and he has a 1949 copy-
right on it. In his introductory note he
states that:

No objection is raised to the reproduction
of this translation, in whole or in part, and
without special permission, if the source is
indicated.
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I wish to read several paragraphs from
the first page of the constitution of the
Chinese Communist Party, under the
general head of “General introduction”:

The Chinese Communist Party is based on
the principles of Marxism-Leninism and the
combined principles derived from the prac-
tical experience of the Chinese revolution—
the ldeas of Mao Tse-tung—as the guiding
principles of all its work.

A little further on we find the follow-
ing:

This revolution has extensive allies at home
ang abroad. Therefore, the tasks of the Chi-
bal Communist Party in the present stage
are: Internally, to organize and unify Chi-
nese workers, peasants, petite bourgeoisie, in-
telligentsia. and all anti-imperialists and
antifeudal elements and national minorities
on its side; and, externally, to unite with the
world proletariat.

The next paragraph says:

In the future stage of the Chinese revo-
lution, after the complete victory of the na-
tional democratic revolution, the task of the
Chinese Communist Party will be to strug-
gle, by necessary steps according to the re-
quirements of China’s soclal and economic
development and the will of her people for
the realization of socialism and communism.

Mr. President, it is a very naive per-
son, indeed, either in the State Depart-
ment or out of the State Department,
who would believe that the Communists
in China are only agrarian liberals.
They are a part of the international con-
spiracy to destroy every free and inde-
pendent government in the world.
Those who have led us down a blind alley,
those who have followed a bankrupt pol-
icy in the Far East, have a heavy respon-
sibility upon their shoulders. Were this
a parliamentary government rather than
the type of government we have, there
would be some in high places in the State
Department who have been in charge of
our far-eastern affairs who would either
resign or be removed from office.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent fo have printed in the REecorp
at this point as a part of my remarks an
article entitled “Last Call for China,”
written by Maj. Gen. Claire L. Chennault
and published in Life magazine for last
week.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

LasT CALL FOR CHINA—A FIGHTING AMERICAN
8ayYs THAT A THIRD OF ITs GooD EARTH AND
150,000,000 PEOPLE CAN BE SaveED

(By Claire L. Chennault)

(In China last week Communist Dictator
Mao Tse-tung shattered an illusion long cher-
ished by many an American—the illusion
that China's Communists are “different.”
Baid Mao, “We belong to the anti-imperialist
front headed by the U. B. 8. R. * * *
Neutrality is a camoufiage.” One American
who has long recognized the truth of Mao's
words is Maj. Gen. Claire L. Chennault,
wartime leader of the Flying Tigers. Recently
before a congressional committee he proposed
an American program which might at last
deal realistically with the growing tragedy of
Communist conquest in China. This article
explains his program.)

In the spring of 1948 at Washington, I tes-
tified before the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee on the situation in the Far East. In
the unbroken series of disasters which have
unrolled since them, praoctically everything
I predicted has come to pass. It is not my
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purpose now to be justified as prophet of
disaster, but recognizing the errors of the
past may help shape the decisions we make
now for future constructive action.

The best part of China has been lost al-
ready by an American policy of passivity. If
we do not act soon the Chinese Communist
government will be on the borders of Indo-
china, Thailand and Burma. In Indochina
the Moscow-trained leader, Ho Chi Minh, has
already established his Communist regime.
The French have been powerless to suppress
him. With support from across the Chinese
border, it is mathematically certain that Ho
Chi Minh will extend his rule to include most
or all of Indochina. Thus Thailand will be
surrounded on two sides, and will fall. Ma-
laya may be expected to follow. The fate
of disordered Burma, where there is also a
powerful Communist movement, will cer-
tainly be sealed. And the rich islands of
Indonesia will also find their way into these
new provinces of the Soviet Union’s new
Asiatic empire.

It is optimistic nonsense to suppose that
with all of Asia in Communist hands Japan
and the Philippines will remain peacefully
on our side. Japan is virtually entirely de-
pendent on trade with Asia for her con-
tinued existence. It was this very depend-
ence that drove the Japanese militarists into
their attempt to found the so-called greater
east Asia coprosperity sphere. With Asia
in the grip of communism, there can be only
two futures for Japan. Either the United
States will transform Japan into a colony, at
once spending vast sums to feed her pecple
and stopping at nothing to repress their im-
pulses toward independence, or Japan will
ultimately join the parade and come under
Communist rule like the rest of Asia. I can-
not imagine my country in the role of ruth-
less imperia_ist. And so I foresee a Commu-
nist Japan ct the end of the eacy road we are
now so comfortably following.

I do not say that all these disasters are to
happen at once. It will take many months
for the Chinese Communists to establish
mastery of all of China, even if this country
extends no helping hand to the anti-Com-
rmunist forces. It will take perhaps several
years before the whole process can work it-
self out. But we are fools to think that with
the Pacific imperiled, the United States will
be safe. What Is at stake here is simply the
security of this country. When national
security is at stake, economic factors should
not weigh too heavily. But the strategic raw
materials of this vast region will be denied
to us. And our far eastern markets will

either be closed to us, or perhaps we may be ,

allowed a carefully controlled trade, limited
to supplying an implacable enemy with the
means of modern warfare, with arms to be
thrown back at us and our children—as the
scrap we so obligingly furnished to Japan was
thrown back at us at Pearl Harbor.

In the face of these facts it is my funda-
mental premise that the United States can-
not afford to allow communism to sweep Asia.
Regardless of the cost, we must take effective
positive action now to see that Its present
advance is halted. The alternative cannot
be faced. A fully Sovietized Asia and west-
ern Pacific would represent a disturbance of
the present precarious balance of strength
between the western and eastern worlds so
decisive that the effect would be to pre-
cipitate almost immediately a world conflict
which might well destroy civilization., In
the face of such a situation we would have
no choice of action and policy except the in-
stinctive reactions of survival, Today we
still have a limited cholce, we still have time
to decide on and execute a policy of positive
action which may yet avert the ultimate
catastrophe.

THE FALLACY OF CHINESE ABSORPTION

The theory that the Chinese Communists
may some day break with Moscow is at least
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interesting enough to be worth discussing.
I cannot say the same for the even more prev-
alent theory that the Chinese Communists
“never can organize China,” will be ab-
sorbed by the Chinese, and so on. Since
the time of Christ, China has been ruthlessly
organized, just to name the high spots, by
the first and second Han dynasties, the Tang
dynasty, the Sung dynasty, the Yuan dynasty,
the Ming dynasty, and the Manchu dynasty.
Every one of these great ruling systems even-
tually decayed under the corrupting in-
fluence of absolute power. That is what is
meant by Chinese absorption. The average
period before full decay set in was about 200
years each. In 200 years we won't be here
to benefit by what happens to the Chinese
Communist~, who have more resources for
organizing the Chinese—in arms, in trans-
port, communication, and experience with
modern police-state techmiques—than any
of their imperial predecessors. The morass
theory will not work when applied to a con-
queror with modern techniques of coercion.
Theoretically Russia was to be the morass
that would destroy Hitler, but enormous
outside efforts had to be made by Russia's
allies before the morass could be made to
stop Hitler.

The question Is whether there is anything
we can still do. My answer to this is em-
phatically, “Yes." There is a great deal that
we can do and much that we can work with,
Some defeatists didn’t believe that the Fly-
[l.ggl’gl&glers had a chance against the Japanese

COMMUNISM 1S FOREIGN DOMINATION

The Chinese do not like communism. It
is opposed to their deepest traditions and
threaters the value that they have been
brought up to revere most. They recognize
and hate it as a form of foreign domination.
Given a chance they will fight it and fight
it valiantly.

Opposition to the Communists has been
coming increasingly and is now predomi-
nantly from provincial and other local lead-
ers. These local regimes vary in their effec-
tiveness, strength, and the enlightenment of
their government. Where they are effeciive,
however, there is genuine popular support
for resistance to Communist conquest.

The key to future effective resistance is
west and south China., A vast belt of land,
about a third of the Chinese nation, and
150,000,000 people still remain outside the
iron curtain, Thrt tremendous area encom-
passes nine provinces. This area is substan-
tially what was Free China during the war
against the Japanese. It is a base adequate
to liberate all China in the end. These peo-
ple are willing, indeed anxious, to fight if
provided with the minimum of aid.

For supplies there are still avallable vast
stock piles of arms and material lying in
the Philippines and Pacific hases. With these
4 new Chinese resistance may yet be armed.
We cannot justify our failure to defend our
most vital defensive positions on the grounds
that there is nothing with which we can
fight. The thing lacking in China is a rea-
sonable hope of defensive victory to give the
will to resist. This we can create.

In any future program of aid to China
our problem will simply be to see to it that
there is adequate supervision by our own
men to make sure that we get what we are
paying for. The Chinese will not resent this
or refuse to cooperate. I must emphasize
that these areas of resistance must be such
both in the military sense and in the sense
that they offer ideological resistance and com-
petition to communism. They must be suf-
ficlently progressive and enlightened both
politically and economically that the people
of China and of all Asia can have living
proof that democracy can meet their mate-
rial, political and spiritual aspirations better
than can communism. We must insist that
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the necessary policies and reforms are car-
ried out to make certain that this will be
true.

I know what I do not know. I do not
venture to figure the cost of this necessary
defensive reconstruction and ideological work
in that part of China we can still save from
the military conguest. I do venture to think
I know what it would cost to hold the yet
unconguered part of China against military
conquest by the Communists until events are
clearer as to the general course of our world
struggle with communism and a more per-
manent Far Eastern policy.

I appreciate my limitations: I am only
a soldier. But I do say to those who thus
criticize me that they do not understand
their own limitations. When you are try-
ing to defend liberty against conquerors,
particularly in Asia, there is no avolding the
necessity of using affirmative force. No con-
queror from Genghis Khan to Napoleon to
Hitler ever just burned out or stuck in a
morass or was stopped by ideas alone. In
addition to the imponderable operation of
the forces of what we call truth, somebody
just had to break him. And all kinds of
abilities are needed to stop this most cun-
ning- conqueror of all time.

We can only protect our Nation’s securl-
ty in this crisis by taking positive and de-
cisive action. There is no time to be lost
in developing and implementing a program
for action. We have today in China a highly
fluld situation in which there is still room
to maneuver, in which we can act to our
advantage. That will not be true for very
long. We cannot afford to wait for the dust
to settle. If we wait for that, the dust of
a supreme disaster will have settled on us.

THE NORTHWEST

China’s far northwest is vast and remote,
but three of its provinces (Ningsia, Kansu,
Tsinghai) block the historic trade route be-
tween central China and the Soviet Union,
The top military leader of the northwest is a
bearded Chinese Moslem, General Ma Pufang,
the efficient governor of Tsinghal and Na-
tionalist commander for the entire area. He
controls a tough army of about 200,000 men
and has kept the Communists out of the
northwest. In 25 years Ma's personal forces
have never lost a fight with the Reds. Last
year they claimed that they wiped out 30,-
000 in one battle. But Tsinghai has no ar-
senal, and Ma badly needs military supplies.
Ma’s men now use at least five types of
rifles—Japanese, American, Chinese and Chi-
nese copies of Czech and German models.
His ammunition problem is critically com-
plicated and must be improved if he is to
continue holding the northwest bastion
against the growing strength of the Red
army.

THE CENTEAL WEST

In the west central highlands of China is a
single province that is bigger than all of
Germany. It is Szechwan. Its population
of 46,000,000 exceeds France's. It is free
and with help can continue to be free.
Szechwan is a great basin, well protected
by rugged mountain barriers which have
balked invaders since anclent times. The
Japanese Army never could enter the prov-
ince. Szechwan's gulding political force is
Chang Chun, former premier of China. The
province has tremendous resources in man-
power, food, and minerals, including goid,
coal, iron, and lead. If furnished relatively
small amounts of arms and economic aid
(such as machinery), Chang Chun’s Szech-
wan could hold the west central line in China
almost indefinitely. Its herolc city, Chung-
king, which was China’s wartime capital,
symbolizes resistance. And adjoining Szech-
wan on the southwest, at the wartime ter-
minus of the Burma Road, lies still another
impregnable province, Yunnan.
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THE SOUTHWEST

Under the leadership of a sturdy Chinese
Mohammedan general named Pal Chung-
hsi and his long-time partner, China's Act-
ing President Li Tsungjen, the southwest
province of Kwangsi alone could still easily
supply 500,000 troops to fight the Communist
army. But these troops would require new
weapons, and Kwangsi—not so rich a prov-
ince as Szechwan—would need economic aid
to support its defense program. Kwangsi’s
population exceeds 14,000,000—more than
the three United States Pacific Coast States
together. Its freedom-loving, warrior people
fought heroically for 8 years against Japan.
In Kwangsli there remains a deep well of
friendship for China's American allles of
that war. If Kwangsi falls, it will be through
the failure of the United States to send ald
while aid still counts. This aid would not
save Kwangsi alone. Around It are
Eweichow, Hunan, and Ewangtung—all
parts of the broad belt of free China which
need not be lost.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp at this point as a
part of my remarks an article entitled
“We Must Risk a New Policy in China,”
written by Harold J. Noble and pub-
lished in the Saturday Evening Post of
July 9, 1949.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WE MUST RISK A NEW POLICY IN CHINA
(By Harold J. Noble)

Faced with the catastrophe in Asla, consid-
ered United States policy Is to do nothing.
The Chinese Taoist maxim, “By doing
nothing, all things are done,” has merit for
the philosopher, but it is a very dangerous
principle for the guidance of statesmen,
Anybody who has been conscious since Mu-
nich must have learned that.

This article will offer the rough outline of
a policy designed to replace our planless
drifting in Asia. Any policy involves risk, but
indeeision, I am convinced, is a far more dan-
gerous gamble than positive action at this
time. Inaction risks the easy Communist
absorption of Asia. Action risks an expensive
program to stop this. Either policy risks war.
I believe that intelligent positive action
makes war less likely, and should war come,
makes victory more likely.

Certainly any program is dangerous, but a
program for the alliance and common action
of all the free states of the world is the safest
possible gamble for the United States of
America in the very unsafe world of today.
How can we arrive at such a program?

First, the United States must call for the
consultation and alliance of the free nations
of the Pacific and Asla—a program boldly
designed to check the Communist advance.
It simply makes no sense to follow one policy
in Europe and its reverse in Asia. We are
boldly—and expensively—attempting to con-
tain the Communist tide in Europe, but we
are allowing it to roll on unchecked all the
way from Siberia, through the countries of
Eastern Asla and clear to the shores of the
Red Sea.

Recrimination over our past blunders is
useless now. We should realize, however, that
a primary factor in the collapse of National-
ist China was the American policy aimed at
forcing Communists into the Natlonalist Gov-
ernment at a time of Communist weakness.
Most American officials now'admit that policy
was wrong, but many of the same men who
during the last 5 years so strongly advocated
a Communist coalition in China are today the
very advisers who tell us it was always too
late—that it is far too late now, and nothing
can be done.
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Current United States policy rejects any
responsibility for nationalist failure. We
place the whole blame on Chinese corruption,
incompetence, and bad leadership, dismissing
the informed testimony of Gen. Albert C.
Wedemeyer and Gen. Claire Chennault,
Our Department of State wistfully looks for-
ward to the time when the Chinese Com-
munists either will “pull a Tito” in conflict
with Russian imperialism or will collapse in
attempting to govern the amorphous mass of
Ckina with its traditions of local authori-
tarianism. Such thinking is strongly influ-
enced by those apologists for the Chinese
Communists who insist that the Russians
gave them no assistance of any kind. For
this reason, they say, the Chinese Commu-
nists are no menace to us. The elaborate
and extensive assistance and the close tles
between the Russian and Chinese Commu-
nist Parties and Governments are so well es-
tablished that I feel I need not waste space
disproving such claims. The first to deny
them are the Chinese Communists them-
selves, who ought to know if anybody does.

Official American thinking is that while we

wait for the dust to settle, for inevitable

Sino-Russian conflict and for the Communist
collapse from lack of administrative compe-
tence in the midst of the corruptive fleshpots
of China's great cities, we should do nothing
to antagonize the Communists, Then
they'll turn to us for technical advice and
capital, which will further seduce them and
strengthen them for that ultimate conflict
with the Russians.

This type of reasoning seems irresponsible.
Any policy which assumes that Chinese com-
munism is benign, while Polish or some other
European communism is a menace, is un-
realistic. What makes American or Russian
or French or Czech Communists our enemies,
while Japanese or Korean or Chinese Com-
munists are our friends? By their own
claims and the evidence of their own con-
duct, the Chinese Communists, like all other
national Communists, are struggling to es-
tablish the “dictatorship of the proletar-
fat"—that is, to establish a Communist diec-
tatorship on the Russian model. Such a
form of society is not more admirable nor
less dangerous to the free nations because it
is Chinese Instead of Russian. Regardless
of whether the Russians dominate the Chi-
nese Communists, or whether the U. 8. 8. R.
and the Chinese S. S. R. are allies, or whether
the Chinese soviet state attempts on its own
to establish a Communist Federation of Asla,
ghmese communism is a menace to a free

sia.

Perhaps in fifty or a hundred years, na-
tlonalist separatism would become so strong
on its own momentum that the great Com-
munist conspiracy would fail. But the mak-
ers of American policy must consider next
year and 5 years from now. It is dangerous
to gamble our national security on the hope
that, from its internal weakness alone, the
Euro-Asiatic Communist meance will shortly
evaporate.

If the Communists do succeed in organiz-
ing China, and then spread their controls to
other parts of Asia, either directly or through
alliances, our danger would be far more criti-
cal than when we faced a Japanese Empire
having the same geographical ambitions.
Even now we are so frightened of possible
war with Russia that annually we spend bil-
llons of our savings on arms which we would
much rather spend on peaceful living. If the
Chinese Communists take over the great
Chinese Nation this year and we do nothing
to block them, then, after 5 or 10 years, we
find ourselves at war with Russia, what role
would Asia play? On our side? Could any
reasonable man expect the Chinese Commu-
nists to stand aloof? Could he expect them
not to take advantage of that war to attempt
to overthrow the free governments of the
Philippines, India, or Pakistan? Or that in
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alllance with Russla they would not bend
every sinew to destroy us, too?

Their success, of course, would depend on
whether they could establish a rigid die-
tatorship and reorganize the Chinese econ-
‘omy uncer that dictatorship. Those who
say they can't are unwise. How many men
foresaw in November 1917 how well Lenin
and his small band of Bolsheviks would suc-
ceed In clamping & successful and lasting
militant dictatorship over the vast lands and
enormous millions of Russia? How many
‘years passed before experts quit assurlng us
that the Bolshevik collapse was just around
the corner? Maybe the Chinese Communists
can't do it—maybe. But statesmen who to-
day are willing to gamble our national life
itself on that “maybe” seem hardly worth
our complete confidence.

We can be sure that nothing the United
States can do, no matter how sweet, could
make the Communists like and trust us.
We can give them all the credits and ma-
chines and technical advice we possess, and
they will still distrust and hate us as &
nation. They are fanatical Communists, in-
cluding non-Moscow-visiting Mao Tse-tung,
who believe as a profound article of falth
that, being the world's greatest capitalist
nation, the United States is a vicious imper-
ialist state which must and will be de-
stroyed. Mao Tse-tung makes no bhones
about this. He will accept our assistance in
the same spirit that Lenin accepted Ameri-
can capitalist assistance, and that more re-
cently Stalin accepted Lend-Lease. That
will not be in the spirit of brotherhood, if
history is any guide.

What does the United States want In
Asia? We want a peaceful community of
free, friendly, nonexpanding nationalist
states. We prefer democratic states, but
our test should be whether the government
concerned is determined to maintain its
own independence, whether 1t is friendly
toward us and whether it is willing to co-
operate with other Asiatic states with slmi-
lar views on foreign affairs. Fortunately,
these aspirations are not peculiar to us,
for they are common to all the free peoples
of Asia. We want no special privilege in
Asia, and therefore can proffer friendship
and alliance to Aslatic governments with
clean hands. The most that we ask is the
maximum opportunity for trade on a
purely competitive basis. If this is selfish,
it is the selfishness of all. It is no accident
that the great trading nations also have
the highest living standards in the world.

As the most powerful of the free Pacific
powers, the United States has problems of
great responsibility which go with power.
Our commitments in Europe and at home,
however, are so great that there is danger
of overstraining our economy. Since econ-
omic collapse would be almost as danger-
ous to us as foreign invasion, while inevit-
ably it would take our allies down with us,
we must exercise our responsibilities to the
extent that we economically can.

Qur first requisite Is allles—states which,
recognizing the common menace of Com-
munist expansion, will agree to common
action to contain it. Our potential allies
in Asia are many, although their present
strength is not comparable to that of our
allies in Europe. Through common action,
however, they would become stronger. There
is no free government in Asla today which
has not been convinced of the universal
menace of the Communist conspiracy.

We and our allies must not be deterred
from positive action by the oft-asserted
dogma that communism can't be met with
force, since it is an idea. This is one of those
misleading half truths. Only if we and our
allies believe in ourselves and our separate
institutions will we make the sacrifice with
which alone we shall win. But while com-
munism does win converts as an idea, it
has never captured a territory or a govern-
ment by propaganda.
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On the thesis that during the recent war
we concentrated on Europe and ignored Asia
till Hitler had been smrashed, some urge that
for the present we should act only in Europe.
Being inaccurate, this parallel is dangerous.
We did concentrate our greatest efforts in
Europe, but we put almost the whole of our
Navy and its air power, all the Marine Corps,
and no insignificant portion of our Army into
the Pacific, where we were materially aided
by our Chinese, Australian, and New Zealand
allies. When the war in Europe ended, those
forces had been sufficient to bring the Japa-
nese to the brink of surrender. Furthermore,
our enemy in Europe could bring no force to
begr in Asia—while today our enemy can
throw his weight to east or west at will. Yet
in Aslia we have adopted no over-all policy
to halt the Soviet advance or even offered
a partial challenge.

Over-all policy for the Pacific must have
well-recognized spiritual elements as well as
concerete machinery to express them. Spir-
itually, the United States supports the sover-
elgnty and independence of every state In
Asia. Every genuine movement for national
independence has the sympathy of the Amer-
ican people. No objective Asiatic must be
left in any doubt that the United States still
follows its century-old policy of support to
Asiatic freedoms. Nehru's declaration for
India, “Our foreign policy is that no foreign
power shall rule over any Aslatic country,” is
an Asiatic Monroe Doctrine which should
have wide sympathy In this country. We
may recall that for many years British naval
power made possible the enforcement of our
doctrine for the Americas. We should ex-
pect to be of the same assistance to the
Nehru declaration that the British were to
Monroe's.

The problem of support to colonial peo-
ples who have not yet achieved their inde-
pendence is difficult. The nationalist
movement in Indochina, for instance, is
genuine. Yet, as in China, it is perverted
by Communist leadership for interests which
are not local. Similarly, despite the Japa-
nese origins of the Republic of Indonesia, and
of Communist efforts to exploit this region,
the nationalist ambitions of the people of
Java are genuine. In both areas United
Btates policy must be on a month-to-month
basis. In neither area can the United States
back the restoration of the prewar colonial
empire, or yet support a movement to bring
Communists into power in southern Asia.

Bince few Asiatic states have the domestic
cohesion of the western European countries,
it would be difficult to establish a Pacific
pact on the same terms as the Atlantic
pact. An automatic pledge to defend India
is in a different category from one to defend
France, for reasons of difficulty, not principle.
In the Pacific, however, nations can be
divided into two groups. The first consists
of the periphery island nations, with which
military alliances could be made. The sec-
ond group, the continental states, should be
bound together in a pact for consultation on
common methods to check the spread of
communism in Asia., Through discussion
and agreement, ultimately these would in-
clude economic programs quite as much as
military.

The island states include the Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand, and Japan. The
continental states would be free China,
Eorea, Siam, India, Pakistan, and Burma.
Because of proximity to India, probably
Ceylon should be grouped with the conti-
nental rather than the island states. For
the present the roles of Indochina and In-
donesia would have to remain cpen, though
inability to include them would be a serious
weakness,

Probably even without alliance the Amer-
fcan people would accept a declaration that
aggression against the Philippines, Australia,
New Zealand or Japan would be considered
aggression against the United States. While

JuLy 11

‘many Americans, as well as Filipinos and
Australians, would object to this formal
bracketing of the late enemy with our late
allies, actually the Japanese have been so
bracketed for some time. As long as Ameri-
can soldiers garrison Japan, aggression
against that country would involve the
United States. We keep troops in Japan only
because of potential Russian aggression.
Otherwise, we already would have made a
peace treaty and brought our soldiers home.

The American Government, therefore,
should begin discussions with the govern-
ments of these four island states for the
creation of a Pacific Periphery Alliance for
Joint defense. This alliance should recog-
nize a fifth-column-directed revolution as
a form of aggression. While such a pact
would not create much that is new in fact,
it would formalize unspoken understand-
ings, make joint planning possible, and give
more strength to the proposed second agree-
ment, the Asiatic-Pacific Paot.

American policy on Japan should be over-
hauled. Regardless of Russia, peace should
be made with Japan this year, 4 years after
Japan's unconditional surrender. The Jap-
anese Government should assume the re-
sponsibilities appropriate to a sovereign na-
tion, with suitable limitations against the
growth of authoritarian government incor-
porated in the peace treaty. In recognition
of the menace from across the Japan Bea,
however, the peace treaty should provide
for an American garrison in Japan to assist
the Japanese iIn protecting themselves
against aggression.

Under the peace treaty, the Japanese
should assume the responsibilities of govern-
ment, while the United States should assume
the costs of the garrison force. Morally
the Japanese should pay all these expenses,
but practically that is impossible. The oc-
cupation costs are the largest single budge-
tary charge against the Japanese treasury.
Without them, the Japanese Government
could assume many other obligations now
supported by American subsidy. Once
Japan is reestablished as a sovereign na-
tion, the Japanese can trade throughout
the non-Communist areas of the Pacifie,
and through that trade not only earn more
of their own expenses but contribute to
the rebullding of Asia. The widest possible
exchange of goods is an essential for a free
and healthy Asia. As for the overburdened
American Treasury, in any case the United
States would have to support the troops now
in Japan someplace else.

The United States cannot look with pleas-
ure on the indefinite occupation of Japan.
Sometime the Japanese will have to begin to
provide their own security, although as long
as the Communist military menace is so near,
they will need American military support.
As a first step, the Japanese should organize
& compact military force armed with rifies,
machine guns, and light artillery. We won't
like that, but we must choose between shar-
ing responsibility for Japanese defense with
the Japanese themselves or doing the whole
Job ourselves indefinitely. The slightly more
than 100,000 pistol-packing Japanese police
surely are inadequate for this task, even if
they found encugh pistols to go around. Or-
ganization of a Japanese military force would
be attacked as fascistic and there would be
alarms about a new Japanese attempt to
conquer Asia. We'll have to be prepared for
the uproar and accept the risks. No defeated
nation can expect to be perpetually unarmed,
excepting in a world of peace and order. Few
of us see peace and order in the world around
us.
This program for Japan should be reached
through discussions with our Pacific allies.
The solution must be a compromise and not
dictated by the United States. Our allies,
however, must expect to compromise some
of their natural bitterness toward the Japa-
nese in order to create a system of alliances
in the Pacific directed against aggression of
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any kind. It is not the Japanese Empire
which menaces this generation. If it were
more palatable, the Pacific Periphery Alliance
could be Hmited to the United States, the
Philippines, Australia, and New Zealand, with
each state bound to the deferse of Japan
through a clause in the peace treaty.

The question of military aid to Nationalist
China should be reexamined by military ex-
perts, even now. A competent military plan-
ning board should be asked whether there
is any military aid which we can give to any
part of non-Communist China which would
be likely to check the growth of Communist
power. If, after study, the board should say
“Yes,” then the United States Government
should render that ald.

Pending this investigation by competent
military experts, I suggest the following as
a minimum program: Communist China
should be cut off from American capital,
trade, and technieal advice to the same
degree and under the same limitations that
Russia is cut off. It is possible that the Chi-
nese communists will fail in their attempts
to organize and run a modern industrialized
China. But they are unlikely to fall if we
glve them the assistance of our capital, our
machinery, our technical skills, and the
profits from our trade. We once made the
mistake of assisting Japanese arms by sup-
plying serap metal and other essentials. We
shouldn’t be so foolish twice. The argu-
ment that the Communists won't like us if
we do this seems irrelevant.

The problem of relief is difficult, but
soluble. We must not be frightened into
working against our own interests by charges
that we are playing politics with human
misery. There is tremendous misery in
Russia, about which we do nothing.. None-
theless, if we so wished, we could send relief
to Communist China on a supervised basis.
We should require by law, however, that no
American relief goods could go to China
unless the Chinese authorities consented to
have them clearly marked, in Chinese, as
to origin, and allowed them to be distributed
under direet American supervision. We
should make certain that no Americans par-
tlcipating in this program are Communists
or fellow travelers, who would pass out
American food with one hand and anti-
American propaganda with the other. The
people who get the relief must know that it
comes from the same Americans whom the
Communists, in their attempts to condition
the Chinese people for future war, are brand-
ing as a vicious enemy.

We should not recognize the Communist
government of China unless it has estab-
lished and maintained its authority
throughout all of China for several years.
Suech relations as we shall need to have with
that government we can maintain through
informal channels. As long as an anti-
Communist government exists in south
China, we should give it recognition and
moral support. Especially we should per-
mit the free Chinese government to main-
taln itself in Formosa, where it would be
relatively free from molestation because of
our control of the seas. ' A government in
exile which still holds a portion of the na-
tional territory will have a far greater pull
on the loyalties of a people than such a gov-
ernment established in the remote territory
of an ally. Since our grand plan against
Communist aggrandizement contemplates
not only the contalnment of Russia but the
eventual establishment of a peaceful demo-
cratic order, we should look forward to the
eventual collapse of communism in China
and the reestablishment of a free Chinese
government. We should not recoll, then,
from assistance to maintain the nucleus of
a free government.

The United States should strengthen its
ties with the Republic of the Philippines.
The Philippines not only are free and proud,
they are lonely. China is rapidly going. Com-
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munist, while Indochina and Indonesia are
in chaos., Australia, India, and Pakistan
work closely together as part of the com-
monwealth, Fillipinos feel that their logical
partner is the United States, not China or
the commonwealth states. They also be-
lieve, however, that American interest in
Asia is not greater than theirs, As Asiatics,
they feel that often they are capable of giv-
ing good advice to the United States. Our
Government would do well to consult the
Philippine Government on all Aslatic is-
sues—just as Great Britain consults India
and Pakistan. The effect would be excellent
not only on our relations with the Philip-
pines but with all Asiatic states.

India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Burma, and
Australia already are the nucleus of an
Asiatic bloe, with the Philippines and Siam
on the periphery. It should not be difficult
to create the second half of the pacts for
the Pacific and Asia which I suggested
earlier. The first half—the Pacific Periphery
Alliance—should be a strong, precise, mili-
tary alliance. The second half—the Asiatic-
Pacific Pact—should be a multilateral agree-
ment providing for regular consultation of
all the Pacific powers which are determined
to stop the spread of Communist aggression
in Asia. Signatories would Include the
members of the Pacific Periphery Alliance,
and, in addition, India, Pakistan, Siam,
Eorea, Burma, Ceylon, and free China.
France, Holland, and the United Kingdom
should be invited to adhere.

The pact should state that: (1) The
maintenance of the sovereign independence
of each signatory is the common interest;
(2) aggression or threat of aggression, either
through invasion or fifth column, will be
resisted by all; (3) any member may call the
attention of signatories to a threat to the
peace at any time; (4) upon such notice, all
signatory governments will send representa-
tives to a common meeting place for discus-
slon both of separate and of common action;
(5) and machinery will be created for regu-
lar conferences between the signatories on
problems of security and peace in the Pacific
and Asia,

The pact would not provide for automatic
recourse to war against Russian or other
aggression. Nevertheless, recognizing com-
mon interests and providing for regular con-
ferences on common problems—in which the
United States would participate—it could
contribute materially to drawing member
states together, finding common economic
and politieal solutions, and giving the mem-
bers jointly a strength which they sadly lack
today.

Reported declarations by both President
Pandit Nehru of India and our own Secre-
tary of State to the effect that a Pacific pact
could not take shape until the present in-
ternal conflicts in Asia are resolved seem un-
realistic and unworthy of the judgment of
either gentleman. It is to be hoped they will
reexamine this subject in the coming
months, A fundamental element in the in-
ternal conflicts in Asia is the Communist
offensive. If we do mnothing until that is
resolved we should expect to awaken some
dismal day to find the flag of the hammer
and sickle flying from every national capitol
in Asia.

Some may say the United States can’t
afford to be involved even in discussions be-
cause they would lead to moral and finan-
cial obligations. The real question, how-
ever, is whether Communist aggression in
Asia would bring American intervention even
without previous pledges. Yes; in some
parts—in Japan, the Philipines, and Aus-
tralia, certainly. Then, in advance, Wwe
should strengthen ourselves in those areas
by the suggested Perlphery Alliance, which
alone might be sufficlent to deter the ag-
gressor. An attack on India or Pakistan also
ultimately would pull in the United States,
since it would involve the other members
of the Commonwealth, Including Great Brit-
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ain. Once the United Kingdom, Canada,
and Australla were at war with Russia in
Asia, they could hardly escape battle in Eu-
rope. We'd be in it then, atom bombs and
all. So we wouldn't be risking very much
to give Indla and Pakistan the kind of sup-
port recommended for the Asiatic-Pacific
Pact.

The proposed agreements would be expen-
sive. Could we afford them and pay our way
in Europe, too? I think we could. Our ex-
penses in Japan probably would be reduced
as Japan got back Into foreign trade. Our
potential expenditure in China is being re-
duced by our continued naction and Chinese
Communist success. The sums we previously
were prepared to spend to help Chinese Na-
tionalists should be sufficient to cover our
contribution to the Asiatic-Pacific Pact. We
already are committed to expenditures in the
Philippines and KEorea, which would not
likely be Increased by either agreement,

The question is not so much whether we
can afford this outlay—small as it would be
compared to that in Europe—but whether,
politically and militarily, we can afford to
withhold it. We must actively cooperate -
with other free nations to contain commu-
nism in Asia while we are blocking it in
Europe. How could we afford to keep the
European peninsula partially free if the rest
of the Euro-Asiatic land mass went under
Soviet Communist control? Where would
that leave us?

Alone in our tight little continent? Not
very likely.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
commend this article to the reading of
the Members of the Senate, because I
believe that it very clearly sets forth
some of the problems with which this
country is now confronted, and at least
offers, as a basis of discussion, a con-
structive policy in the Far East.

RECESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, appar-
ently there are no other addresses to be
made upon the Atlantic Pact or on ex-
traneous matters. Itherefore move that
the Senate stand in recess until 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
July 12, 1949, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate July 11 (legislative day of June 2),
1949:

In THE Navy

The following-named midshipmen (avia-
tion) to be ensigns in the Navy from the 3d
day of June 1949:
John E. Abbott
Winston A. Ableson
Eeith R. Bare William M. Golding
Joseph Brecka, Jr. Robert W. Greene
Lawrence M. Brennan Robert E. Haines
Keith A. Brice John Hall
William D. Bridge Rickard M. Hill
Tommy L. Burgess Charles R. Hodgson
George E. Burgi William A. Hooper
Richard B. Campbell James E. Hyde
Robert C. Cary Gilbert Jacobsen
Richard J. Cejka George E.

Vincent A. Dauro Jacobssen, Jr.
Richard DeCharms IV Donald A. Jeffers
William M. Derrick John W. Jones
Albert E. Doles Francis 8. Jutras
Robert J. Dufly Paul T. Karschnia
Nelson W. Eaton Edward J. Elapka
Kenneth E. Enney Robert E. Eolp
Robert A. Erickson Victor G. Ereck
Harry N, Farnsworth Edward V. Laney, Jr.
Arthur 8. Fusco Joseph L. Lepage

Joserh A. Gawrys
Bruce A. Gilbert
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Robert L. Leydon Lawrence I. Seim.
James P. McCarthy, Jr. Harvey K. Sims
ThomasM.McDonough James J. Sparks
David K. McKinley Francls W. Stack
Paul E. Martin Charles E. Stalzer
Robert W. Maughmer Roy L. Stone, Jr.
Roger J. Miller Cleo E. Swartz
Richard P. Munger Ralph J. Touch
Louls C. Page, Jr. Peter A. Tufo
Robert L. Parkman  Joseph J. Voda
William E. Patton Delbert N. Wade
James R. Pavelle Willlam B. Wallace
Thomas H. Peters Robert T. Westman
Oscar J. Proesel Norvell E. Wicker III
Herbert A, Riebeling George H. Willey
Joseph M. Robinson John J. Wilson, Jr.

Midshipman Robert E. Dobelstein (avia-
tion) to be an ensign in the Navy from the
3d day of June 1949, in lieu of ensign in
tke Navy as previously nominated and con-
firmed, to correct spelling of name.

The following-named (civililan college
graduates) to be ensigns in the Navy from
the 3d day of June 1949:

Talmadge S. Baggett Charles E. Langton,
Robert F. Bahlman Jr.

Lawrence E. Beecher William H. Mayo
Robert J. Bixler Byron H. Miller
David H. Blalock, Jr. John B. Nelms
Robert A. Buck Paul H, Nikoloff
James V. Burton Johnny W. Orrill
Donald M. Cherno Charles H. Peters
Robert 8. Collins William G. Pfaff
Cecil G. Derryberry Homer K. Richards,
William E. Dewey Jr.

Leslie R. Downs Franklin O. Ritter
DeVon “E” Edrington David M. Rowlands
Raymond R. Fletcher, Harold L. Sellgmiller

Jr. Paul V. Steflan
Richard E. Galloway Daniel B. Stlegman
Edward S. Gary Charles C. Stockton,
Jesse F. Griffith Jr.

Robert A. Guyer Robert G. Sullivan
Harold E. Hamilton Richard C. Tecken-
William F. Hubbard, brock

Jr. Richard C. Watts
Downing L. Jewell Joseph K. Yochum
Richard W. Kincade

The following-named (civillan college
graduates) to be ensigns in the Supply Corps
of the Navy from the 3d day of June 1949:
David A. Bowdoin Everett M. Patton
Robert P. Kopotic Joseph H. Pollock

The following-named (clvilian college
.graduates) to be ensigns in the Civil Engi-
neer Corps of the Navy from the 3d day of
June 1949:

Howard I, Bacon
“Wallace F. Forbes
Thomas W. Rappsilber

Robert DeW. Phillips (civillan college
graduate) to be a lieutenant in the Dental
Corps of the Navy.

The following-named to be ensigns in the
Nurse Corps of the Navy:

Mary J. Bees Lurain C. Lenz

June L, Bell Nancy A. McGonagle
Bernadette M. BernathMargaret T. McVicker
Jeanne L. Boileau Mary G. Malone
Theresa A. Bradfield Rose M. Malus
Pauline E. Dinwoodie Jessie A. Ragsdale
Rosemary Durand Alice M. Salhoff
Theresa D. Dyer Rachel M. Schulke
Margaret E. Erkert Elizabeth J. Scott
Audrey L. Fleeger Agnes K. Tait

Jane V. Hilaire Mary M. Wentzel
Janice L. Howe Viola M. Wilson
Carolyn M. Johnston Florence M. Zulll
Betty Z. Kline

The following-named officer to the grade
of lieutenant (junior grade) in the line of
the Navy, limited duty only, in lieu of ensign
in the line of the Navy, limited duty only, as
previously nominated and confirmed:

Robert Gilmour, Jr.
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The following-named officer to the grade
of ensign in the line of the navy, limited
duty only, in lleu of leutenant (junior
grade) in the line of the Navy, limited duty
only, as previously nominated and con-
firmed:

Edwin R. Jenks

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 11 (legislative day of
June 2), 1949:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Rear Adm. Herbert G. Hopwood, United
States Navy, Director of Budget and Reports
in the Department of the Navy, with the
rank of rear admiral, for a term of 3 years.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States in the grades and corps specified, under
the provisions of section 506 of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th
Cong.), title II of the act of August 5, 1947
(Public Law 365, 80th Cong.), and Public Law
36, Eightieth Congress:

To be majors

Thomas Horwitz, MC, 0294359
Andres I. Karstens, MC, 0542449,
Richard D. Martin, MC, 0395243.
Frank J. Vita, MC, O272468.

To be captains

William F. Andrew, MCZ, 0468002,
Robert P. Brock, MC, 0448335.
Coursen B, Conklin, Jr.,, MC, O1725167.
Jay T. Estep, DC OB60675.

John P. Griffith, Jr., MC, 0O516772.
Jack H. Hall, MC, 0542290.
William C. Hollifield, MC, O395688.
Wilbur L. Kenoyer, MC, O1746501.
Fred Schneider, DC, 01755132,
John A. Sheedy, MC, 01744856.
Alfred G. Slege, MC, 0463703.
Julius C. Sozanski, MC, 0476595.
Travis J. Towson, Jr., MC, 0542463,
William R. Willls, MC, 0389274,

To be first lieutenants

William S. Allerton, MC.

William F. Barry, Jr., MC, 01726110.
John F. Benson, MC.

Charles B. Bingham, DC, 0958046,
Richard C. Bodie, MC, 01756332,
Eugene ¥. Bolliger, MC.
Thaddeus W. Cap, MC, O1718848.
Morton B. Carlton, MC, O1736405.
Robert A. Chase, MC.

James W. Clark, DC, O965608.
Robert N, Class, MC, O1757154.
Glen E, Cooley, MC.

Clem C. Crossland, Jr., MC, O1726005.
Estill N. Deitz, MC, O1747267.
Joseph W. Dennis, MC.

Gordon C, Dieterich, MC.

Toby Freedman, MC.

Evan R. Goltra, MC.

Clarence E. Goodman, Jr., JAGC, 0465204.
Russell E. Graf, MC, O1736145.
Oscar Green, MC.

Howard E. Hall, MC.

John P, Heard, MC.

Charles G. Hermann, MC.

Eugene A, Hildreth, Jr., MC.
Samuel R. Hill, Jr., MC.

Woods A. Howard, MC.

Herbert J. Jacobs, MC, 01718128,
Sidney B. Kern, MC.

William B. Kingsley, MC.
EKenneth A. Kooi, MC.

George M. Lane, MC.

Samuel Lee, MC, 0936923,

David H. Lewis, MC.

Jack B. Lowrey, MC, 01766420,
Edward A. Lundberg, MC.
William K. McClelland, MC.
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John M. McCoy, MC.
Willlam F. Mac Gillivray, MC,
John W. Mason, MC.
Thomas F. Morrow, MC, 01766339,
Jack P. Myers, MC.
Robert P. Natelson, MC.
Loren E. Nelson, MC.
Charles T. Pinney, MC.
Forrest W. Pitts, MC.
Raymond R. Ross, MC.
Aloysius 1. Rowan, Jr., MC, 01727479,
Myron E. Rubnitz, MC.
Howard P. SBawyer, Jr., MC.
John J. Schwab, MC.
Robert D. Story, MC.
Daniel M. Taylor, MC.
Harold N. Taylor, MC.
Roy 8, Temeles, MC.
Charles W. Thacker, MC.
Eenneth E. Trimmer, MC.
Richard E. Troy, MC.
Richard C. Turrell, MC.
Edward F. Vastola, MC.
Calvin J. Wegner, MC.
Mortimer L. Williams, MC.
" Donald N. Vivian, MC, 01717482,
Norman B. Yourish, MC.

To be second lieutenants
John C. Rennie, MSC.
Gloria E. Saffield, ANC, N769908.
Margaret M. Shea, ANC, N799586.

The following-named persons, subject to
completion of internship, or appointment in
the Medical Corps, Regular Army of the
United States, in the grade of first lieuten-
ant, under the provisions of section 506 of
the Officer Personnel Act of 1847 (Public
Law 381, Eightieth Congress) :

Wilmer C. Betts.

Richard K. Blaisdell, 0964982,
Richard 8. Buker, Jr. 0959346.
Joseph V. Conroy, Jr., O061948.
Richard H. Cote O865460.
Arthur N. Dadirrian 0962927,
Crowell T. Daniel, Jr., O958663.
Theodore P. Froehlke, 0961445,
Robert D. Gamble, 0956164.
Clifford P. Goplerud, 0948535.
John N. Gordon, 0954876,
Moses M. Hartman, 0961952,
Ervin A. Kjenaas, 0958007.
George H. Klumpner,

Leonard D. McLin, 0954982,
John A, Moncrief, 09508037,
Charles R. Montz, 0948540,
Charles H. Moore, 0961441,
Vol K. Philips, 0962918.
Francis T. Rafferty.

Roberto C. Rodriguez, 0961450,
Jasper L, Van Avery, Jr., O961695.
Louis J. West, O960475.

‘The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States, in the grade of second lieutenant,
under the provisions of section 506 of the
Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law
381, Eightieth Congress):

John E. Bell.

Phillip L. Mallory.

John L. Payne, Jr.

James M. Van Hook.

Fred W. Wilmot, O947845.

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment, by transfer, in the Judge Advocate
General’s Corps, Regular Army of the United
States: 3

Maj. Meredith Ernest Allen 021408, United
States Army.

Maj. Clifford Frederick Cordes, Jr., O201E86,
United States Army.

Capt. George Shipley Prugh, Jr., 0540082,
United States Army.

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of sections 502 and 509
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1847. Those
officers whose names are preceded by the
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symbol (X) are subject to examination
required by law. All others have been ex-
amined and found qualified for promotion.

To be captains, Medical Service Corps

Harrold Graham, O37531.
Stanley Francis Klodniski, O56946.
Max Eugene Knickerbocker, O41151.
X Charles Willlam Lindsay, Jr., 037527.
Robert Francis Maguire, 037528,
George Marlon Peters, O37533.
Fernando Gordon Torgerson, 037523.

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of sections 502 and 608
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947:

To be first lieutenants

Donald Ferree Bletz, O56739.

John Robin Davis Cleland, O41361.
Stanley Anthony Durka, O56755.
Robert Walton Fleming, Jr., O66737.
Aaron Daniel Maier, O50559.

George Earl Turnmeyer, Jr., O56735.

To be first lieutenants, Women’s Army Corps

Norma Jean Fischer, L1984,
Lillian Vida Jones, L181.
Frances Ann Pesmeski, L193.
Lucille Doris Schneider, L1986.
Clara May Zunker, L197.

The following-named officers for promo-
tlon in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of section 107
of the Army-Navy Nurses Act of 1947:

To be first lieutenants, Women's Medical
Specialist Corps
Mary Ann Neacy, R10059.
Vivian L. Stricker, J3.

UNiTED STATES AR FORCE

The following-named officers for promotion
in the United States Alr Force, under the
provisions of sectlons 502 and 508 of the
Officer Personnel Act of 1947. (Those officers
whose names are preceded by the symbol (*)
are subject to examination required by law.
All others have been examined and found
qualified for promotion.)

To be first lieutenants

Adams, Harry Jones, AOS50547.

*Arave, Willlam Lloyd, AO50553.

Bassett, John EKenneth, AO56750.

*Boehm, Paul Francis, AOB0551.

Briggs, Richard Carlson, AO56758.
Bunge, Howard Thomas, AO50568.

Davis, Homer Sims, AO50544.

Dillard, George Edward, AO56740.
Dingeldein, Robert, AOG8757.

Edge, Robert Laneer, AO56754.

Everette, John Bernard, AO56749.

Fox, George Arthur, AO56751.

*Gaines, Edmund Pendleton, Jr., AO50555.
Garlington, Arthur Roe, Jr., AO50552.
Hallenbeck, Alva Merle, AO50560.

Harris, Roy Lee, Jr., AOB0556.

Hartzell, Richard Atley, AOG66743.

Howell, Philip Vann, Jr., AO56734.
Hudlow, Richard Jolly, AO56745.

Krieger, Thomas Bert, AO50546.

Latshaw, Robert Thomas, Jr., AO56746.
Leuchtmann, Robert Louis, AO56752.
Like, Delbert Odell, AO56744,

*Murrell, James Edward, AO41360.

*Peebles, Thomas Nathanlel, AO50548.
Ricketts, James Ellsworth, Jr., AO50550.
Sadler, Robert Edward, AO50557.

Banders, Stephen John, AOS50543.
Steorts, Ward Arnold, AO56738.

Turner, Joseph Harry, AO50545.

*Vidmer, Julian Richards, Jr., AO56742,
Warren, Foster Gage, Jr., AO56756.
White, Charles Reuben, AOG6733.

Yeager, Randall Gerdld, Jr., AQ56747.
(Note.—These officers will complete the re-

quired 3 years' service for promotion dur-
ing the months of July, August, and Sep-
tember. Dates of rank will be determined by
the Secretary of the Air Force.)
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IN THE NAVY
The following-named officers of the Navy
for temporary appointment to the grade of
lleutenant, subject to qualification therefor
as provided by law:

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the line of the Navy:

Btanley F. Abele Duane M. Erueger
James D. Ac Wesley E. Lizotte
Robert E. Arthur Edmund J. Maddock
Thorval L. Berg, Jr. Robert W. Mead
Sherman C. Black Charles V. McGlothing
William F. Bley Allen C. H. Merz
Clarence A. Borley Eldon L. Michel
Trond G. Brekke Robert H. Morris
William I, Bristol Laverne F. Nabours:
Samuel J. Brocato Victor J. Neil

George E. Buker Robert A. Niles
Charles W. Callahan Franklin C. Northrup
Robert D. Chilton Paul O'Mara, Jr.
Walter C. Clapp Robert E. Orcutt
Marvin L. Claude Charles L. Otti
Robert G. Coleman, Jr.Joseph V. Pavela

Parker C. Cooper
Merdin O. Criddle
Raymond J. Dooley
Wayne L. Dowlen

Joseph Rollerl

Joe M. Sassman
John E, Schlembach
Milner N. Shannon

Thomas H, Drinkwater Frank 8. Siddall
Willis P. Duhon Carl E. Smith
Edward M. Eakin Edward J. Steffen
Willlam E. Edwards Marlar E. Stewart
Homer 8. Elliott Donald A. Swanson
John A, Fahey Harry W, Swinburne,
Harry W. Files, Jr. Jr.

Forrest B. Forbes John B. Thomas, Jr.
David L. Forrester, Jr. Frederick C. Turner
Gurney E. Frye Wallace V. Van Pelt
Albert R. Groves Harold K. Von Egger
Harris E. Gustafson John R, Wagner, Jr.
George F. Guyer Harvey M. Waldron,
William C. Hartung Jr.

Charles W. Henderson Saxton A, Weir, Jr.
Darrel H. Jay William J, Westmore-
Robert Juarez land

Lawrence W. Kelley Charles E. Wilcox
Joseph F. Eelly, Jr. Harold A. Willyard
Robert R. Kidwell, Jr. Robert C. Woolverton
Frank G. Eingston

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Supply Corps of the
Navy:

John J. Connor, Jr. William 8. Langley
Dona.ld F. Baumgart-John H. Robison

Lyle A. Stearns
.Elsrberr. J. Hackmeyer

The following-named officers for temporary

appointment in the Civil Engineer Corps of
the Navy:

Henry 8. Grauten
Roland D. Hill

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Medical Service Corps of
the Navy:

Harold G. Donovan

Lester K. Thompson

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Nurse Corps of the Navy:
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of temporary appointment as previously
nominated and confirmed:

Kathryn Dougherty
Winifred R. Quick

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment to the grade of lieutenant com-
mander in the line of the Navy, and to cor-
rect spelling of names as previously nomi-
nated and confirmed:

Otis L. Scheibeler

Charles W. Hollinshead, Jr.

Claudie R. Vaught

The following-named officers of the Navy
for permanent appointment to the grade and
corps hereinafter stated, and to correct spell-
ing of names as previously nominated and
confirmed.

LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE), LINE

Michael N. Besel, Jr. George R. Pool, Jr.
Dwight E, DeCamp Robert F. J. Schneider
George Maragos Charles G. Schoenherr

LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE), SUPPLY CORPS
Frederick L. G. Kuehm

The following-named officers for perma-
nent appointment in the Supply Corps of the
Navy in grades hereinafter stated:

LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE)

Bower, Charles J., Jr.

Mize, Harlie L.

ENSIGN

Altieri, Mickelangelo

The following-named officer for perma-
nent appointment in the Civil Engineer Corps
of the Navy in the grade hereinafter stated:

ENSIGN

Benton, Joseph H.

Robert J. Anderson (Naval Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps) to be an ensign in the
Navy from the 3d day of June 1949.

Varne M. Kimmick (Naval Reserve Officers’
Training Corps) to be an ensign in the Civil
Engineer Corps of the Navy from the 3d day
of June 1949,

The following-named (civilian college
graduates) to be ensigns in the Navy from
the 38d day of June 1949:

Robert N, Johnson

Edwin B, Nelson

The following-named (civilian college
graduates) to be lieutenants (junior grade)
in the Medical Corps of the Navy:

John P. Allan Guido R. Gianfran-

Frank F. Allen ceschi

Marvin S. Allen Edwin 8. Gomsl

Paul M. Arnesen Anthony J. Guida

Frank H. Austin, Jr. Rudolph H. Hand

Robert R. Austin Paul Hart

David C. Beer Jerome L. Heard

Merrill A. Bender Charles M. Hendricks

Walter J. Berger, Jr. Jr.

Leonard B. Berman Larry J. Hines

Ernest A. Blakey Philip R. James

Ellsworth R. Brownel-Samuel W. Johnson,
Jr.

Wul!nm H. Brownlee, James M. Jones, Jr.

Jr.,

James 8. Eetcham

Isabelle C. Kiehl
Ruth M. Lawler
Edith F. MacMillan

Evelyn M. McDermott
Ann E. McPhillips
Emerald M. Neece

Louis F. Burkley III George B. Kimbrough
Charles R. Campbell Chester LeR. Klein
JohnMcR. Christensen Everett R. Lerwick

Margaret McCall

The following-named officers of the Naval
Reserve for temporary appointment to the
grade of lieutenant, subject to qua.ilﬂca.t!on
therefor as provided by law:

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the line of the Naval Reserve:

Harry Ault, Jr. John E. McNelis
Arthur L. Flanagin John H. Whitehouse
Robert E. Leckrone

The following-named officers for perma-
nent appointment to the grade of lleutenant
commander in the line of the Navy, in lleu

Robert H, Clarke
Thomas B. Delaney
John J. Dempsey
Harry H. Dinsmore
John J. Downey
Robert F, Dykhuizen
Joseph H. Early, Jr.
Carl L. Ebnother
George F. Elsasser, Jr.
Thomas B. Ely
Warren C. Evans
William A. Fisher
John J. Flahive
James J. Foster

Francis J. Linehan,
Jr.

Wolfram G. Locher

Lindsey F. Lovett

Cunningham R. Msace

Cordy

Ernest G. McEay
John R. McLaren
Deane E. McLeod
Vernon J. Merkle
George D, Mogil
Arthur R. Moler
Donald R. Mundie
Robert R. Nardone

Anthony R. Gennaro Robert F. Neal



9222

Delmer J. Pascoe

Joseph W. Peabody,
Jr.

Donald J. Perry

James L. Pollock, Jr.

Jarvis H. Post
Harvey O. Randel
William R. Raulston
Agile H. Redmon, Jr.
Don C. Rudeen
Richard B, Sarver
Lewis Schachne
John R. Shanahan
Thomas W, D. Smith
Willlam A. Snyder
Henry A. Sparks
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James A. Sylvester
Edward A. Thompson
Charles V. Treat
William C. Trier
Chester M. Trossman
Charles M. VanDuyne
Paul H. Visscher
Charles C. Wanna-
maker
Raymond H. Watten
Martin G. Webb, Jr.
Elmer A. Weden, Jr.
Maurice B. Wehr
Charles W. Werner
Francis W. Westneat
Stanley E. Willis IT

The following-named officers to the grades
indicated in the Medical Corps of the Navy:

CAPTAIN
Raymond J. Mansfield

LIEUTENANT

Emmett P. Bryant

LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE)

Edward J. Carry
Philip O. Geib

The following-named officers to the grades
indicated in the Dental Corps of the Navy:

LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS

Byrnes E. Missman

Stephen A. Grady.

LIEUTENANTS

Frank L. Davis
Eymard LeR. Doyle
Walter G. Hillis

Joseph 8. Hurka
Arthur H. Pearson
George A. Pfaffmann

The following-named officers to the grade
indicated in the Medical Servite Corps of

the Navy:

LIEUTENANTS

Kenneth E. Bechtloft

Stanley W. Handford

The following-named officers to the grade
indicated in the Nurse Corps of the Navy:

LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE)

Muriel R. Cavey
Rose M. Martinsek

The following-named officers to the grade
of lieutenant commander in the line of the
Navy, limited duty only, in lieu of lieutenant
in the line of the Navy, limited duty only, as
praviously nominated and confirmed:

Garland Casey Mathis S. Johnson
Harold J. Gilpin Carl H. Wehr

The following-named officers to the grade
of lieutenant in the line of the Navy, limited
duty only, in lieu of lieutenant (junior grade)
in the line of the Navy, limited duty only, as
previously nominated and confirmed:

Fred W. Berry John R. Hatcher
Leo R. Brown Francis E. Law
John J. Butlak Willlam J. Miller
Lloyd O. Butts Carl W. Minniear
William J. Egan Claude E. Riley
Frank D. Gallagher Milton M. Routzahn

The following-named officers to the grade
of lleutenant (junior grade) in the line of
the Navy, limited duty only, in lieu of en-
siga in the line of the Navy, limited duty
only, as previously nominated and confirmed:

Kenneth Brown Donald B. McOmie
James V. Carney Donald M. Murdoch
Theodore F. Drag Marler W. Owen
John P. Dutton Plynn J. Pulliam
Norman Huffnagle Herbert E. Reynolds
Willard M. Iverson Edmund L. Wells
Gordon E. Eaufman Hall B. Wessinger

Charles F. Pape to be an ensign in the line
of the Navy, limited duty only, in lieu of
lieutenant (junior grade) in the line of the
Navy, limited duty only, as previously nomi-
nated and confirmed.

James A. Gardiner to be a lleutenant com-
mander in the Supply Corps of the Navy,

limited duty only, in lieu of lieutenant in
the Supply Corps of the Navy, limited duty
only, as previously nominated and confirmed.

The following-named officers to the grade
of lieutenant (junior grade) in the Supply
Corps of the Navy, limited duty only, in lieu
of ensign in the Supply Corps of .the Navy,
limited duty only, as previously nominated
and confirmed: .

Byron F. McElhannon James F. Simpson
Richard B. Page Byron Uskievich
Albert K, Pavelka

Claude D. Masters to be a lieutenant com-
mander in the Civil Engineer Corps of the
Navy, limited duty only, in lieu of lieutenant
in the Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy,
limited duty only, as previously nominated
and confirmed.

Jack J. Jones to be a lieutenant in the
Civil Engineer Corps of the Navy, limited
duty only, in lieu of lieutenant (junlor
grade) in the Civil Engineer Corps of the
Navy, limited duty only, as previously nom-
inated and confirmed.

Charles M. Gassett to be a lieutenant
(junior grade) in the Civil Engineer Corps
of the Navy, limited duty only, in lieu of
ensign in the Civil Engineer Corps of the
Navy, limlted duty only, as previously nomi-
nated and confirmed.

WITHDRAWALS

Executive nominations withdrawn
from the Senate July 11 (legislative day
of June 2), 1949:

UNITED STATES MARSHAL
MISSOURI
Fred A. Canfil to be United States marshal
for the western district of Missouri.
POSTMASTER
CALIFORNIA
John C. Findlay, San Marcos.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monpay, Jury 11, 1949

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Acting Chaplain, Rev. Jacob S.
Payton, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

God of the ages, to whom by divine
decree and custom the makers of laws
have ever been admonished to turn be-
fore entering upon their duties, look with
favor upon this body. During the com-
ing week impart to its Members Thy
wisdom which ennobles all service and
Thy truth and righteousness which alone
insure durability to human efforts.
Called upon as they are to serve in a
world clamorous with many disturbing
voices, may they ask only, “What saith
the Lord?” May Thy presence attend
the President of the United States and
those who share with him the burden-
some responsibilities of government.
This day may no unworthy motive have
dominion over the will of any Member of
this body. This we pray in the name of
Jesus our Saviour, Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
Friday, July 8, 1949, was read and ap-
proved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Hawks,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
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the House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and
a joint resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On July b5, 1948:

H.R.4878. An act to authorize certain
Government printing, binding, and blank-
book work elsewhere than at the Govern-
ment Printing Office if approved by the Joint
Committee on printing; and

H. J. Res. 240. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the erection in the District of Columbia
of a statue of Simon Bollivar.

On July 6, 1949:

H.R.3198. An act to amend the act of June
18, 1929;

H.R.3549. An act to permit the Comp-
troller General to pay claims chargeable
against lapsed appropriations and to provide
for the return of unexpended balances of
such appropriations to the surplus fund;
and

H.R.5100. An act to correct inequities in
the pay of certain officers and employees of
the Federal Government and of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia.

On July 9, 1949:

H.R. 2282, An act to make certain Gov-
ernment-owned facilities available for in-
ternational broadcasting in the furtherance
of authorized programs of the Department of
State, and for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc-
Daniel, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 287. Joint resolution extending
section 1302 (a) of the Social Security Act,
as amended, until June 30, 1950,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a joint resolution and
concurrent resolution of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8. J.Res. 114, Joint resolution to provide
an increase in the authorization for the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association; and

8. Con. Res, 53. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to the enrollment of Senate bill 70, to
make effective in the District Court for the
Territory of Alaska rules promulgated by the
Supreme Court of the United States govern-
ing pleading, practice, and procedure in the
district courts of the United States.

BERLIN AIRLIFT MEDAL

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 2737) to
establish the decoration Medal for Hu-
mane Action for award to persons serv-
ing in or with the armed forces of the
United States participating in the cur-
rent military effort to supply necessities
of life to the people of Berlin, Germany,
with Senate amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the amendments, as
follows:

Page 1, line 3, strike out “decoration” and
insert “medal.”

Page 2, line 5, strike out all after “per-
son” down to and including “direct” in
line 7.

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to
establish the Medal for Humane Action for
award to persons serving in or with the
armed forces of the United States partici-
pating in the current military effort to sup-
ply necessities of life to the people of Berlin,
Germany."
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